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Abstract 
 
Mandatory interpretation for coastal protected areas 
 
This thesis set out to address conflicts that arise when nature based tourism is present in 
coastal settings, by seeking to develop a management technique that reduces the negative 
impacts of tourism. Mandatory interpretation is a term used to describe scenarios whereby 
visitors are required to partake in an interpretative experience prior to gaining access to an 
area.  This study considers the role and suitability of mandatory interpretation in reducing 
negative visitor impacts in coastal protected areas. The research aimed to explore 
mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact management tool, identifying circumstances 
under which it is appropriate and effective to develop a set of requirements or guidelines 
for the introduction of mandatory interpretation into the visitor impact management 
strategy of coastal protected areas. In order to achieve this aim the research was divided 
into two phases. 
Three key indicators were used in the assessment of the effectiveness of the mandatory 
interpretation programme at Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Hawai’i, United States of 
America. By comparing responses to questionnaires from pre- and post- visit samples, this 
study found that the mandatory interpretation programme added to visitor knowledge of 
the site and visitors’ intentions to behave in an environmentally appropriate manner. 
Observation and interviews with management, staff and volunteers added depth of 
understanding to the results obtained through the questionnaire survey. Furthermore, 
secondary data, interviews and observations were used to explore and document the 
mandatory interpretative process at Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve. The results formed the 
background on which the second phase of research was based.  
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Using the previous findings the second phase of research set out to investigate how, if at 
all, and under what circumstances mandatory interpretation may be implemented with a 
multiple access point site. By conducting focus group surveys with resource managers and a 
visitor questionnaire survey, within Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, United Kingdom, this thesis was able explored the appropriateness of mandatory 
interpretation in the amelioration of on-site visitor impacts. Research identified scope for 
the inclusion of mandatory interpretation that creates a captive audience, within the visitor 
impact management plans of coastal protected areas.   
The results from this study suggest that mandatory interpretation, if carefully designed, is 
capable of contributing towards reduced visitor impacts through development of 
knowledge and resulting behavioural intentions.  Ultimately, reduced visitor impacts help to 
conserve the biodiversity values of the coastal protected area. Mandatory interpretation is 
ideal for coastal protected areas with single access points that suffer significant visitor 
impacts, and should be based on high quality interpretative media as well as clear and 
consistent messages. Implementation of mandatory interpretation within multiple access 
point sites may prove more difficult. However, the research yielded useful results that may 
help inform managers on how mandatory interpretation may be implemented.  
Overall, this thesis provides a foundation for additional research into, and a basis on which, 
mandatory interpretative programmes may be developed. Providing a set of practical 
implications and generic guidelines for its implementation that includes the conditions 
under which mandatory interpretation is: (i) appropriate; (ii) effective; and (iii) by 
developing an appreciation of how best to design, implement and evaluate mandatory 
interpretive programmes. 
Key Words: coastal management, eco-tourism, visitor impact management, environmental 
interpretation, mandatory interpretation, captive audience, Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, 
Chichester Harbour 
iv 
 
Author’s declaration  
 
Whilst registered as a candidate for the Doctor of Philosophy, I have not been registered for 
any other research award. The results and conclusions embodied in this thesis are the work 
of the named candidate and have not been submitted for any other academic awards. 
 
Signed: (candidate) 
Date: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
v 
 
Acknowledgements 
 
I would like to extend thanks and appreciation to all the people that contributed to the 
completion of this study. Special thanks to the following: 
 Dr Jonathan Potts of the University of Portsmouth, my Director of Studies, for his 
assistance and guidance. 
 Mr Tim Goodhead of the University of Portsmouth, my Supervisor, for his support 
and encouragement. 
 Mr Stephen Pitchforth of the University of Portsmouth for his assistance.  
 The University of Portsmouth, Faculty of Technology, School of Civil Engineering 
and Surveying for financially supporting this research. 
 Dr Victoria Edwards of the University of Reading, for her support and guidance 
during the early stages of the research.  
 The City and County of Honolulu, Hawai’i, especially Alan Hong, Manager of 
Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Lester Chang, City and County of Honolulu Parks 
Director for their kind hospitality and all those at Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve for 
their support and willing participation in this study.  
 Mr Frank Haas for his assistance in arranging the Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve 
aspect of this study. 
 Chichester Harbour Conservancy, especially Alison Fowler, AONB Manager for their 
kind hospitality and willing participation.  
 My family for their never-ending support. 
 My friends and fellow researchers, especially Natasha for your support and 
encouragement.   
CONTENTS 
ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................... II 
AUTHOR’S DECLARATION .............................................................................................. IV 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ................................................................................................... V 
TABLE OF FIGURES........................................................................................................ XII 
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................. XV 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS .............................................................................................. XVI 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................... 1 
1.1 RESEARCH FOCUS ....................................................................................................... 2 
1.2 RESEARCH RATIONALE.................................................................................................... 6 
1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION ..................................................................................................... 8 
1.3.1 AIM................................................................................................................................. 8 
1.3.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES ........................................................................................................ 8 
1.4 RESEARCH APPROACH .................................................................................................... 9 
1.5 THESIS STRUCTURE ...................................................................................................... 11 
 
CHAPTER TWO: BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT .............................................................. 13 
2.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 14 
2.2 COASTS OF THE WORLD ................................................................................................ 15 
2.2.1 DEFINING THE COASTAL ZONE............................................................................................. 15 
2.2.2 THE NATURE OF THE WORLD’S COASTS ................................................................................ 16 
2.2.3 PRESSURES ON THE WORLD’S COASTAL ZONE ........................................................................ 17 
2.2.4 THE EFFECTS OF HUMAN PRESSURE ..................................................................................... 18 
2.2.5 UK COASTAL ACCESS......................................................................................................... 19 
2.3 GLOBAL TOURISM ....................................................................................................... 21 
2.3.1 THE CONCEPT OF TOURISM ................................................................................................ 22 
2.3.2 DEFINING TOURISM ......................................................................................................... 22 
2.3.3 THE GLOBAL TOURISM INDUSTRY ........................................................................................ 23 
2.3.4 GLOBAL IMPACTS OF TOURISM ........................................................................................... 23 
vii 
 
2.3.5 COASTAL TOURISM ........................................................................................................... 23 
2.3.6 DEFINING COASTAL TOURISM ............................................................................................. 24 
2.3.7 IMPACTS OF COASTAL TOURISM .......................................................................................... 25 
2.4 ALTERNATIVE TOURISM ................................................................................................ 26 
2.4.1 A STEP TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE TOURISM ............................................................................. 27 
2.4.2 ECOTOURISM .................................................................................................................. 29 
2.4.3 COASTAL ECOTOURISM ..................................................................................................... 32 
2.4.4 PROTECTED AREA TOURISM ............................................................................................... 33 
2.5 VISITOR IMPACTS IN PROTECTED AREAS ............................................................................ 34 
2.5.1 VISITOR IMPACTS AGAINST THE NATURAL CONSERVATION VALUES OF COASTAL PROTECTED AREAS .. 37 
2.6 CONCLUSION ............................................................................................................. 43 
 
CHAPTER THREE: FOCUS AND RATIONALE ..................................................................... 45 
3.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 47 
3.2 VISITOR IMPACT MANAGEMENT...................................................................................... 47 
3.2.1 INFORMAL LEARNING EXPERIENCES ...................................................................................... 50 
3.3 RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOUR ............................................................................................. 51 
3.3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CITIZENSHIP ............................................................................................ 51 
3.3.2 RESPONSIBLE TOURISTS ..................................................................................................... 52 
3.4 INTERPRETATION ........................................................................................................ 53 
3.4.1 DEFINITION OF INTERPRETATION ......................................................................................... 54 
3.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL INTERPRETATION ..................................................................................... 55 
3.4.3 MAKING THE CASE FOR INTERPRETATION-BASED MANAGEMENT ............................................... 56 
3.4.4 POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF INTERPRETATION ............................................................................. 57 
3.4.5 INTERPRETATION DELIVERY TECHNIQUES............................................................................... 58 
3.4.6 PRINCIPLES OF EFFECTIVE PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT PROCESS .............................................. 61 
3.4.7 ESTABLISHING SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAMME ........................................................ 63 
3.5 WHY EVALUATE INTERPRETATION? .................................................................................. 65 
3.5.1 MEASURING EFFECTIVE INTERPRETATION .............................................................................. 66 
3.5.2 GOALS OF INTERPRETATION ............................................................................................... 66 
3.6 KEY THEORIES WITHIN THE INTERPRETATION FIELD ............................................................... 68 
3.6.1 SATISFACTION THEORY ...................................................................................................... 69 
3.6.2 THE THEORY OF REASONED ACTION ..................................................................................... 70 
3.6.3 THE THEORY OF PLANNED BEHAVIOUR ................................................................................. 70 
3.6.4 REASONED ACTION AND PLANNED BEHAVIOUR ...................................................................... 71 
3.6.5 KOHLBERG’S STAGES OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT ..................................................................... 72 
3.6.6 DECISION MAKING ........................................................................................................... 73 
3.6.7 PERSUASION – THE ELABORATION LIKELIHOOD MODEL ............................................................ 73 
3.6.8 MINDFULNESS AND MINDLESSNESS ..................................................................................... 76 
3.6.8 MODEL OF RESPONSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIOUR ........................................................... 77 
3.7 EVALUATION OF INTERPRETIVE PROGRAMMES .................................................................... 79 
viii 
 
3.8 LIMITATIONS OF INTERPRETATION ................................................................................... 86 
3.9 CAPTIVE AUDIENCE ...................................................................................................... 88 
3.10 SUMMARY .............................................................................................................. 91 
3.12 CONCLUSION............................................................................................................ 93 
 
CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY .................................................................................. 93 
4.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 94 
4.2 LITERATURE REVIEW .................................................................................................... 94 
4.3 RESEARCH DESIGN ....................................................................................................... 95 
4.3.1 MIXED METHOD .............................................................................................................. 95 
4.3.2 EXPLORATORY AND DESCRIPTIVE DESIGN .............................................................................. 96 
4.3.3 CASE STUDY RESEARCH...................................................................................................... 97 
4.4 PHASES OF RESEARCH ................................................................................................... 98 
4.4.1PHASE ONE: HANAUMA BAY NATURE RESERVE .................................................................... 100 
4.4.2 PHASE TWO: CHICHESTER HARBOUR AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY ....................... 107 
4.5 ETHICAL RESEARCH DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS ................................................................... 114 
4.5.1 CONFIDENTIALITY AND ANONYMITY ................................................................................... 114 
4.5.2 INFORMED CONSENT AND VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION .......................................................... 115 
4.5.2 OBSERVATION ............................................................................................................... 115 
4.6 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 116 
 
CHAPTER FIVE: PHASE ONE ......................................................................................... 117 
5.1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 117 
5.1.1 BACKGROUND ............................................................................................................... 118 
5.1.2 AIMS & OBJECTIVES ....................................................................................................... 119 
5.2 CASE STUDY: HANAUMA BAY NATURE RESERVE, OAHU, HAWAI’I ........................................ 119 
5.3 RESEARCH TOOLS ...................................................................................................... 120 
5.3.1 COMPILATION OF RESEARCH TOOLS ................................................................................... 121 
5.3.2 QUESTIONNAIRE ............................................................................................................ 121 
4.3.3 DIRECT OBSERVATION ..................................................................................................... 127 
5.3.4 INTERVIEWS .................................................................................................................. 129 
5.3.5 SECONDARY DATA .......................................................................................................... 131 
5.4 RESULTS ................................................................................................................. 132 
5.4.1 VISITOR DEMOGRAPHICS AND BACKGROUND ....................................................................... 133 
5.4.2 VISITOR KNOWLEDGE GAIN .............................................................................................. 134 
5.4.3 VISITOR ATTITUDE CHANGE .............................................................................................. 134 
5.4.4 VISITOR BEHAVIOUR MODIFICATION .................................................................................. 135 
5.5 DISCUSSION ............................................................................................................. 136 
ix 
 
5.5.1 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION PROCESS AT HBNR .............................................................. 136 
5.5.2 EFFECTIVENESS OF MANDATORY INTERPRETATION ................................................................ 157 
5.6 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 168 
 
CHAPTER SIX: PHASE TWO .......................................................................................... 169 
6.1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 170 
6.2 BACKGROUND .......................................................................................................... 170 
6.3 AIM & OBJECTIVES .................................................................................................... 171 
6.4 PHASE TWO RESEARCH DESIGN METHODOLOGY ................................................................ 171 
6.5 STUDY AREA: CHICHESTER HARBOUR AONB ................................................................... 173 
6.6 ROUND ONE: PRELIMINARY FOCUS GROUP SURVEY ............................................................ 178 
6.6.1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................. 178 
6.6.2 AIM............................................................................................................................. 178 
6.6.3 RESEARCH TOOL ............................................................................................................ 178 
6.6.5 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS ................................................................................................... 183 
6.7 ROUND TWO: VISITOR QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY ................................................................ 217 
6.7.1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................. 217 
6.7.2 AIMS & OBJECTIVES ....................................................................................................... 217 
6.7.3 RESEARCH TOOL ............................................................................................................ 217 
6.7.5 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS ................................................................................................... 224 
6.8 ROUND THREE: CONVERGENCE FOCUS GROUP .................................................................. 254 
6.8.1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................. 254 
6.8.2 AIM............................................................................................................................. 254 
6.8.3 RESEARCH TOOL ............................................................................................................ 254 
6.8.5 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS ................................................................................................... 256 
6.9 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 266 
 
CHAPTER SEVEN: SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION ........................................................... 273 
7.1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 274 
7.2 CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER WHICH MANDATORY INTERPRETATION IS APPROPRIATE ...................... 275 
7.3 SITE AND MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS ........................................................................ 277 
7.3.1 TOPOGRAPHY ................................................................................................................ 277 
7.3.2 SITE OWNERSHIP AND ACCESS CONTROL ............................................................................. 278 
7.4 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION DEVELOPMENT ................................................................. 279 
7.4.1 CREATING A CAPTIVE AUDIENCE ........................................................................................ 279 
7.4.2 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION PROCESS ............................................................................ 280 
7.4.3 SELECTING AN INTERPRETATION TOOL ................................................................................ 284 
7.4.4 INTERPRETATION DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS ......................................................................... 285 
x 
 
7.4.5 KNOWING THE TARGET AUDIENCE ..................................................................................... 287 
7.4.6 ANNUAL TRAINING AND UPDATES ..................................................................................... 288 
7.4.7 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION IN MARITIME WORLD ............................................................ 289 
7.4.8 FINANCIAL AND STAFFING CONSIDERATIONS ........................................................................ 290 
7.5 VISITOR ATTITUDES TOWARDS MANDATORY INTERPRETATION .............................................. 292 
7.5.1 VISITOR REACTIONS TO THE MANDATORY NATURE OF INTERPRETATION .................................... 292 
7.5.2 VISITOR TYPE AND OPINIONS ............................................................................................ 294 
7.6 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION EFFECTIVENESS ................................................................. 294 
7.6.1 VISITOR SATISFACTION .................................................................................................... 295 
7.6.2 KNOWLEDGE GAIN ......................................................................................................... 295 
7.6.3 ATTITUDE CHANGE ......................................................................................................... 296 
7.6.4 BEHAVIOUR MODIFICATION ............................................................................................. 297 
7.7 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 298 
 
CHAPTER EIGHT: RECOMMENDATIONS ....................................................................... 300 
8.1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 301 
8.2 INTERPRETATION IDEA ................................................................................................ 301 
8.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAMME ................................................................................. 302 
8.4 THEMES AND MESSAGES ............................................................................................. 302 
8.5 INTERPRETIVE TECHNIQUES .......................................................................................... 303 
8.6 UNDERSTAND YOUR AUDIENCE ..................................................................................... 304 
8.7 DESIGN INTERPRETATION ............................................................................................ 306 
8.7.1 INTERPRETIVE TOOL ........................................................................................................ 306 
8.7.2 QUALITY MEDIA ............................................................................................................. 306 
8.7.3 CONSISTENCY ................................................................................................................ 307 
8.7.4 REPEAT VISITATION ........................................................................................................ 307 
8.8 ASSESS PROGRAMME EFFECTIVENESS ............................................................................. 308 
8.9 FEEDBACK AND IMPROVEMENT OF INTERPRETIVE PROGRAMME ............................................ 309 
8.4 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 310 
 
CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSION ..................................................................................... 311 
9.1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 312 
9.2 ANSWERING THE RESEARCH QUESTION, AIMS, AND OBJECTIVES ............................................ 312 
9.2.1 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION EFFECTIVENESS .................................................................... 313 
9.2.2 CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER WHICH MANDATORY INTERPRETATION IS APPROPRIATE ....................... 314 
9.2.3 SITE AND MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS ........................................................................... 314 
9.2.4 MANDATORY INTERPRETATION PROCESSES AND DEVELOPMENT .............................................. 315 
9.2.5 VISITOR ATTITUDES TOWARDS MANDATORY INTERPRETATION ................................................ 315 
xi 
 
9.2.6 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF MANDATORY INTERPRETATION .................. 316 
9.2.7 SUMMARY .................................................................................................................... 316 
9.3 LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH .......................................................................................... 317 
9.3.1 BEHAVIOURAL INTENTIONS .............................................................................................. 317 
9.3.2 RESPONSE SET BIAS ........................................................................................................ 317 
9.3.3 EVALUATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS ........................................................ 317 
9.3.4 NON-PROBABILITY SAMPLING ........................................................................................... 318 
9.3.5 LOCATIONS OF RESEARCH ................................................................................................ 318 
9.3.6 FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS ........................................................................................... 319 
9.4 PLACEMENT OF THE STUDY WITHIN THE LITERATURE .......................................................... 319 
9.5 CONTRIBUTING TO KNOWLEDGE AND WIDER SIGNIFICANCE .................................................. 320 
9.6 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ................................................................. 321 
9.6.1 RESEARCH TO FURTHER DEVELOP MANDATORY INTERPRETATION ............................................ 321 
9.6.2 RESEARCH TO FURTHER THE BODY OF KNOWLEDGE ............................................................... 323 
9.7 CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................... 324 
 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 325 
 
APPENDICES ............................................................................................................... 352 
APPENDIX A: EXAMPLES OF VISITOR IMPACT STUDIES ON COASTAL HABITATS ................................ 353 
APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL DETAILS REGARDING ETHICS ............................................................ 359 
APPENDIX C: HBNR VISITOR QUESTIONNAIRE ....................................................................... 361 
APPENDIX D: HBNR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ......................................................................... 364 
APPENDIX E: MANDATORY INTERPRETATION BEST PRACTICE DERIVED FROM HBNR ....................... 366 
APPENDIX F: EXAMPLE MANDATORY INTERPRETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN DERIVED FROM HBNR.... 368 
APPENDIX G: CHC FOCUS GROUP AGENDA ........................................................................... 370 
APPENDIX H: CHC ROUND ONE FOCUS GROUP SCHEDULE ......................................................... 374 
APPENDIX I: CH VISITOR SURVEY ........................................................................................ 377 
APPENDIX J: CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY RESEARCH UPDATE ....................................... 388 
APPENDIX K: ROUND TWO FOCUS GROUP SURVEY .................................................................. 392 
xii 
 
 
Table of Figures 
 
Figure Figure title  
   
1.1 Conceptual framework................................................................................. 5 
1.2 Organisation of investigation and chapters.................................................. 12 
   
2.1 Chapter framework....................................................................................... 14 
2.2 
Relationships between the coastal zone and coastal resource system 
(adapted from Scura et al, 1992).................................................................. 19 
2.3 
Ecotourism's relationship with environmental protection in a coastal 
setting (adapted from Garrod & Wilson, 2003)............................................ 32 
   
3.1 Organisation of an interpretation development programme....................... 62 
3.2 Theory of planned behaviour (adapted from Ajzen, 1998).......................... 70 
3.3 The elaboration likelihood model of attitude change (Petty et al, 1992)..... 74 
3.4 
Information processing model of persuasion and behavioural change 
(adapted from McGuire, 1985).................................................................... 75 
3.5 Principle of mindful interpretation (adapted from Moscardo, 1996; 1997) 77 
3.6 
Model of environmentally responsible behaviour (adapted from Hines, 
1986-1987).................................................................................................... 78 
   
4.1 Research Structure........................................................................................ 99 
4.2 Hawaiian islands and location of Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve................. 106 
4.3 Great Britain and location of Chichester Harbour AONB.............................. 110 
   
5.1 Phase one research structure, design and tools........................................... 120 
5.2 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve visitor centre................................................ 125 
5.3 Viewing platform.......................................................................................... 125 
5.4 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve entrance queue............................................ 125 
5.5 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve theatre exit................................................... 125 
5.6 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve beach side information kiosk....................... 125 
5.7 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve beach........................................................... 125 
5.8 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve mandatory interpretation process map....... 138 
5.9 Hanauma Bay Education Programme mission statement............................ 139 
5.10 Big screen, within the theatre, showing mandatory video........................... 141 
5.11 
Flat screen television, within the theatre, showing mandatory video with 
subtitles........................................................................................................ 
141 
5.12 Ticket issue window...................................................................................... 141 
5.13 Guard at entrance to visitor centre.............................................................. 141 
5.14 Guard ensuring that visitors are routed through the theatre....................... 141 
5.15 Volunteer directing visitors through the visitor centre................................ 141 
5.16 Visitor on hand to answer questions in the visitor centre........................... 142 
5.17 Volunteer manning the repeat visitor desk.................................................. 142 
5.18 View from an observation deck.................................................................... 144 
5.19 Visitors admiring the view of Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve from one of 
the observation decks.................................................................................. 
144 
xiii 
 
5.20 Signage at entrance to Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve................................. 144 
5.21 Interactive computer screens....................................................................... 144 
5.22 Model of a section of reef............................................................................ 144 
5.23 Case of artefacts........................................................................................... 144 
5.24 Visitor centre information boards................................................................ 145 
5.25 Repeat visitor form....................................................................................... 148 
5.26 Hand stamp allowing access to the bay........................................................ 148 
5.27 Guard collecting tickets at holding area....................................................... 148 
5.28 Visitor holding area prior to entry to the theatre......................................... 148 
5.29 Visitors being funnelled into waiting area.................................................... 148 
5.30 Disabled ramp to theatre.............................................................................. 148 
5.31 Theatre entrance.......................................................................................... 151 
5.32 Inside the theatre and benches.................................................................... 151 
5.33 Shuttle bus information................................................................................ 151 
5.34 Shuttle bus.................................................................................................... 151 
5.35 Visitors signing the repeat visitor form located at the front of the theatre 151 
5.36 Instructions for repeat visitor form.............................................................. 151 
5.37 Visitor standing on the reef.......................................................................... 164 
   
6.1 Phase two research methodology................................................................ 172 
6.2 Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty............................. 174 
6.3 Administrative boundaries within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 175 
6.4 Site of Special Scientific Interest and RAMSAR designated areas................. 176 
6.5 Local Nature Reserve, Site of Nature Conservation Importance, and Site of 
Importance for Nature Conservation designated areas................................ 177 
6.6 Interpretation board..................................................................................... 187 
6.7 The Spring, Havant........................................................................................ 187 
6.8 Solar boat trip............................................................................................... 187 
6.9 Itchenor car park interpretation panel......................................................... 187 
6.10 Chichester Harbour Conservancy Office, Itchenor........................................ 187 
6.11 Locations of key interpretive panels............................................................. 188 
6.12 Itchenor......................................................................................................... 189 
6.13 Dell Quay....................................................................................................... 189 
6.14 Bosham......................................................................................................... 189 
6.15 Chidham......................................................................................................... 189 
6.16 Chichester marine......................................................................................... 189 
6.17 Eames Farm................................................................................................... 189 
6.18 Nutbourne...................................................................................................... 189 
6.19 Emsworth....................................................................................................... 190 
6.20 North Common.............................................................................................. 190 
6.21 Ferry terminal at Bosham.............................................................................. 190 
6.22 Langstone Quay............................................................................................. 190 
6.23 Itchenor jetty................................................................................................. 193 
6.24 Emsworth jetty............................................................................................... 193 
6.25 Chichester Harbour Conservancy tour boat origins....................................... 194 
6.26 Chichester Harbour Conservancy facilities.................................................... 198 
6.27 Chichester Harbour Conservancy office, Itchenor......................................... 199 
6.28 Inside The Spring, Havant.............................................................................. 199 
6.29 Dell Quay education centre........................................................................... 199 
6.30 Control measure............................................................................................ 199 
6.31 Control measure............................................................................................ 199 
xiv 
 
6.32 Cycling on footpaths...................................................................................... 202 
6.33 Salturns way cycle route............................................................................... 203 
6.34 Dogs off leads................................................................................................ 206 
6.35 Possible areas/zone for mandatory interpretation....................................... 211 
6.36 Data collection locations................................................................................ 222 
6.37 Respondent reactions to mandatory interpretation..................................... 227 
6.37 
Brake down of respondent reaction to compulsory training based on 
visitor type..................................................................................................... 229 
6.39 Is mandatory interpretation reasonable....................................................... 230 
6.40 
Break down of respondents’ opinions regarding whether mandatory 
interpretation is reasonable for environmentally sensitive areas................. 232 
6.41 
Respondent’s perception on the effects of mandatory interpretation on 
their visit/enjoyment.................................................................................... 232 
6.42 
Breakdown of respondent’s perception on the effects of mandatory 
interpretation on their visit/enjoyment........................................................ 234 
6.43 Respondents perceived thoughts regarding the effects of mandatory 
interpretation on Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty............................................................................................................ 235 
6.44 Breakdown of respondents perceived thoughts regarding the effects of 
mandatory interpretation on Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.............................................................................................. 237 
6.45 Respondents thoughts regarding a briefing and video at a training centre 238 
6.46 
Breakdown of respondents’ thoughts regarding a briefing and video at a 
training centre............................................................................................... 
239 
6.47 Respondent’s thoughts regarding online training......................................... 240 
6.48 Breakdown of respondents’ thoughts regarding online training................... 241 
6.49 Respondent’s willingness to undergo on-site training................................... 242 
6.50 Breakdown of respondent’s willingness to undergo on-site training............ 244 
6.51 Respondent’s willingness to undergo annual training................................... 245 
6.52 Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to undergo annual training............ 246 
6.53 
Respondent willingness to participate in training given significant content 
change............................................................................................................ 247 
6.54 
Breakdown of respondent willingness to participate in training given 
significant content change............................................................................. 248 
6.55 Respondents desire to receive additional interpretation.............................. 249 
6.56 Breakdown of respondents’ desire to receive additional interpretation...... 250 
6.57 
Respondent’s willingness to pay for mandatory 
interpretation..................... 
251 
6.58 
Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to pay for mandatory 
interpretation................................................................................................. 253 
 
 
 
 
 
 
xv 
 
List of Tables 
 
Table Table title 
  
2.1 
Dimensions, components and themes of ecotourism (adapted from Bjork, 
2008, p.32).................................................................................................... 30 
2.1 
Examples of the types of visitor to coastal protected areas, and the types 
of activities undertaken whilst in these protected areas (adapted from 
McCrone, 2001, p.9)..................................................................................... 38 
   
3.1 
Summary of interpretive techniques (adapted from Wearing et al 2007, 
p.4-5)............................................................................................................. 60 
3.2 Presenting the theme of interpretation (adapted from Ham, 1992)............ 64 
3.3 Interpretation evaluation studies (adapted from Munro et al, 2008).......... 80 
3.4 
Differences between captive and non-captive audiences (adapted from 
Ham, 1992)................................................................................................... 89 
   
5.1 Pre- and post-visit survey sample demographics and background.............. 133 
5.2 Pre- and post-visit survey sample knowledge.............................................. 134 
5.3 
Pre-and post-visit survey sample attitude towards the environment and 
Hanauma Bay................................................................................................ 134 
5.4 Pre- and post-visit survey sample intended behaviour................................ 135 
   
6.1 Focus group participants............................................................................... 182 
6.2 Chichester harbour respondent visitation.................................................... 225 
6.3 
Chichester harbour breakdown of respondent visitation by data 
collection location......................................................................................... 226 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
xvi 
 
List of Abbreviations  
 
AONB   Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
CH   Chichester Harbour 
CHC   Chichester Harbour Conservancy 
CZM   Coastal Zone Management 
Defra   Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs   
HBEP   Hanauma Bay Education Programme 
HBNR   Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve 
IUCN   International Union for Conservation of Nature 
JAC   Joint Advisory Committee 
LNR   Local Nature Reserve 
MCAA   Marine and Coastal Access Act 
MPA   Marine Protected Area 
MRBS   Mesoamerican Barrier Reef System 
NNR   National Nature Reserve 
NP    National Park 
SINC   Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation 
SNCI   Site of Nature Conservation Importance 
SSSI   Site of Special Scientific Interest 
UHSGCP  University of Hawaii Sea Grant College Programme 
UNWTO  United Nations World Tourism Organisation 
UNWTO  United Nations World Tourism Organisation 
WTTC   World Travel and Tourism Council
0 
 
 
 
1 
 
Chapter One: Introduction 
 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................... 1 
1.1 RESEARCH FOCUS ....................................................................................................... 2 
 
1.2 RESEARCH RATIONALE.................................................................................................... 6 
 
1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION ..................................................................................................... 8 
1.3.1 AIM................................................................................................................................. 8 
1.3.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES ........................................................................................................ 8 
 
1.4 RESEARCH APPROACH .................................................................................................... 9 
 
1.5 THESIS STRUCTURE ...................................................................................................... 11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
1.1 Research Focus 
This thesis sets out to address conflicts that arise when nature based tourism is present in 
coastal settings, by seeking to develop a management technique that reduces the negative 
impacts of tourism. As a result this research links the two disciplines of coastal zone 
management and tourism.   
The Ifremer Biennial report defined coastal tourism as “the full set of visitors’ coastal 
(onshore and offshore) activities” (Kalaydjian, 2008, p.3). Coastal tourism was originally 
recognised in the 19th century as people were lured by sun, sea and sand (Davenport & 
Davenport, 2006).  
Tourism is environmentally dependent (Wong, 1993). Manson (2003, p.110) explains that 
“the natural environment and tourism are inextricably linked.” This new found appreciation 
of the natural environment as well as the desire of many tourists to have a more natural 
experience lead to the emergence of ‘ecotourism’ (Archer, 1985; Hanna & Wells, 1992; 
Hjalager, 1996; Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998; Davenport & Davenport, 2006).  
Ecotourism has been a buzz word within the tourism sector since it was first used by Hetzer 
in the 1960's (Hetzer, 1965 cited in Fennel, 2003). Ecotourism is defined by Goodwin (1996. 
p. 288.) as “low impact nature tourism which contributes to the maintenance of species and 
habitats, either directly through a contribution to conservation and/or indirectly by 
providing revenue to local community sufficient for local people to value, and therefore 
protect, their wildlife heritage area as a source of income.” Ecotourism has been recognised 
as a means for conservation of the natural environment (Garrod & Wilson, 2003; Lee & 
Moscardo, 2005; Sharpley, 2006). 
In the last few decades, there has been a considerable growth in coastal ecotourism largely 
as a result of tourist demand to access wildlife (Davenport & Davenport, 2006). For 
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example, whale and dolphin watching (whether from land or boat), and estuarine and 
lagoon bird watching have all increased in popularity. 
According to Davenport & Davenport (2006) ecotourism exhibits signs of the ‘self destruct 
theory of tourism’. When ecotourism starts in a given location small numbers of specialist 
visitors, who have negligible effects on the natural environment, use the area. However, 
these specialists are often replaced by general wildlife tourists who are less knowledgeable 
and have greater effects on the natural environment (Davenport & Davenport, 2006). 
McCrone (2001) identified the main categories of visitor impacts in the coastal zone: (i) 
harvesting; (ii) trampling; (iii) off-road vehicles; (iv) boating activities; (v) diving; and (vi) 
wildlife disturbances.  
Numerous definitions for ecotourism exist. Many have identified the need for sustainability 
and education (Fennel, 2003; Valentine, 1993; Diamantis, 1999; Buckley, 1994; and 
Sirakaya et al., 1999). Armstrong & Wieler (2002. p. 105) state that “one of the essential 
and defining characteristics of ecotourism is that it raises awareness of environment and its 
natural and cultural values.... it has an educational or learning component.” 
This research project focuses on the role of interpretation in visitor impact amelioration at 
nature based coastal tourism locations. Tilden's (1957) seminal book 'Interpreting our 
heritage' arguably provided the first working definition of interpretation, which they 
describes as “an educational activity which aims to reveal meaning and relationships 
through the use of original objects, first hand experience and by illustrative media, rather 
than simply to communicate factual information” (Tilden, 1987. p. 8.). More recent 
definitions of interpretation suggest that the role of informal education can influence the 
knowledge, attitudes, beliefs and behaviour of the visitor (Beaumont, 2001; Fennel, 2003; 
Munro et al., 2008). It is argued that knowledge gain is responsible for alterations in visitor 
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behaviour, attitudes and beliefs (Kohlberg 1976; Ajzen and Fishbien, 1980, Gilligan, 1982; 
McGuire, 1985; Hines, 1986-87;  Ajzen 1988; Christeson & Dustin, 1989; Langer, 1989; 
Beckmann, 1991; Ewing1992, Petty et al., 1992; Fishbien & Manfredo, 1992; Moscardo, 
McDougall et al., 1994; Moscardo, 1996; Moscardo, 1997; Cotrell & Gaefe, 1997; 1999; 
Manning, 1999;  Beaumont, 2001; Armstrong & Welier, 2002; Luck, 2003; Marion & Reid, 
2007; Wearing et al., 2007;  Munro et al., 2008).  
The focus for this study is on the role that interpretation can play in developing 
environmentally responsible behaviour amongst visitors to coastal areas. This study 
primarily explores captive audience interpretation. Further focus is placed on effective 
development, implementation, management and evaluation of interpretation provision.  
Figure 1.1 provides the conceptual framework indicating how the theoretical aspects of the 
research are related. The aspects mentioned within this framework provide focus and 
impetus for the research. The aspects that form the theoretical framework are discussed in 
Chapter Two.  
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Figure 1.1: Conceptual framework  (source: Original) 
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1.2 Research Rationale 
Tourism is increasingly seen as an important incentive to conserve the precious natural 
resources of conservation areas. However, tourism growth in natural areas often reaches a 
level where its impacts may be just as detrimental as other industrial sectors (Buckely et al., 
1990; Weaver, 2000). This has leed to an increased concern over the environmental 
consequences of tourism. (Archer, 1985; Hanna & Wells, 1992; Hjalager, 1996; Cicin-Sain & 
Knecht, 1998; Davenport & Davenport, 2006).  
The oceans and coasts contain some of the most environmentally significant environments 
on Earth offering unique habitats to an array of flora and fauna (Beatley et al., 2001). 
However, the growth of tourism has caused concern over visitors’ effects on coastal 
environments (Beatley et al., 2002; Gossling, 2002; Garrod & Wilson, 2003; Gill et al., 
2003). With World tourism arrivals predicted to be 1.6 billion by 2020, and an increasing 
desire of many for holidays which focus on natural experiences, often concentrating in 
coastal areas, the need to manage the impacts of visitors is essential. (World Tourism 
Organisation, n.d; Edger, 1993; Gilbert, 2005; Davenport & Davenport, 2006). In the long 
term, limited public understanding of wider coastal and marine issues could have sustained 
negative effects on the World coasts. 
Ballantyne et al. (1994) explain that interpretation has been recognised as an important 
strategy in reaching the goals of sustainable tourism development as it aims to enhance 
knowledge gain, change attitudes and alter visitor behaviour to benefit natural resources 
(Beck & Cable, 1998; Ham, 1992; Ham et al., 2005; Ham & Krumpe, 1995; Knudson et al., 
1995; Lewis, 1980; Moscardo et al., 2006; Regnier et al., 1994; Sharpe, 1982; Ward & 
Wilkinson, 2006). Through interpretation resource managers aim to: enhance knowledge 
gain; increase understanding; have a positive effect on visitor behaviour whether on site or 
in the visitor’s daily lives; and increase on site enjoyment (Orams, 1996a; Orams; 1996b; 
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Orams 1997; Moscardo, 1998; Kou, 2002; Kohl, 2004; Hughes & Morrison-Saunders, 2005). 
Although interpretation is thought vital to the sustainable development of tourism within 
natural settings, many visitor sites offer interpretative displays and events as optional 
visitor experiences. 
A major difficulty in making interpretation effective is that learning may rank very low, if at 
all, on the individual’s list of priorities. By creating a captive audience, such as that on a 
whale or dolphin watching tour interpretation effectiveness might be enhanced (Orams, 
1999; Higginbottom, 2004). A non-captive audience is one that has the option of ignoring 
the information presented without loss of privileges (Durham, 2008). Visitors to a site 
operating a mandatory interpretive programme are required to view the interpretive 
experience before being granted access to the site. Arguably visitors attending tours in a 
coastal tourism context in which the audience is almost always captive are more likely to 
fully participate in the interpretive experience; meaning that they may be more likely to 
absorb the themes and messages presented (Hammit, 1984; Orams, 1999; Garrod and 
Wilson, 2003; Luck, 2003; Higginbottom, 2004; Carter & Carter, 2007; Luck & Jiang, 2007).  
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1.3 Research question 
If mandatory interpretation is found to be an effective visitor impact management tool, 
how, if at all, could it be implemented into a range of coastal protected areas? 
 
1.3.1 Aim 
In light of the discussion in the previous section and in order to answer the research 
question outlined above, the following research aim arose:  
The aim of this study is to explore mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact 
management tool, identifying circumstances under which it is appropriate and effective 
developing a set of requirements of guidelines for the introduction of mandatory 
interpretation into the visitor impact management strategy of coastal protected areas. 
 
1.3.2 Research Objectives 
In order to achieve the aim of the study the following objectives were addressed: 
 To conduct a critical review of the literature pertaining to the research aim stated 
previously. 
 To test whether mandatory interpretation makes a significant difference to visitor 
knowledge, attitude and behavioural intent within coastal protected areas. 
 To review the circumstances under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate. 
 To explore the processes used within mandatory interpretation programmes. 
 To investigate how, if at all, and under what circumstances coastal protected areas 
might adopt mandatory interpretation into their visitor impact management 
strategy. 
 To explore visitor attitudes towards the mandatory nature of interpretation 
identifying how visitors to a coastal protected area may react to its implementation 
as a visitor impact management tool. 
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 To draw conclusions, developing a set of requirements or best practice guidelines 
for the introduction of mandatory interpretation into the visitor impact 
management strategy of coastal protected areas.  
 
1.4 Research Approach 
The nature of this study has necessitated the use of desktop research involving the use of 
various academic and non-academic sources, electronic and paper. This detailed literature 
review allowed for the consideration of background information pertaining to this study 
and for the evaluation of previous studies. The review of literature contained in this thesis 
acted to focus the research area and allowed for the evaluation of various methodological 
processes used in previous studies concentrating on the area of study discussed during the 
following chapters. The literature review aimed to investigate the first six objectives 
outlined previously.  
Primary research was required to complete the aims and objectives discussed previously in 
this chapter. The specific methodological approach used in this study was the case study 
approach. The aim was to provide an analysis of the context and processes of the ‘unusual’ 
case studies that were researched. A case study approach allowed for ‘richness’, in that 
data explored issues in-depth and in context (Finn et al. 2000). Primary research was been 
divided into two phases. 
 The first phase investigated the existing mandatory interpretation programme at Hanauma 
Bay Nature Reserve (HBNR), Oahu, Hawai'i. The research methodology was designed in a 
way that would provide insight into the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation and 
review the circumstances under which it is appropriate exploring the processes used within 
such a programme.  This necessitated a four-stage approach: (i) visitor survey; (ii) 
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observational research; (iii) the collection of secondary data; and (iv) interviews with 
reserve managers and volunteers.  
The second phase was designed in a way that would allow the researcher to investigate 
how, if at all, coastal protected areas might adopt mandatory interpretation and explore 
visitor attitudes towards the mandatory nature of interpretation through a three-round 
adapted Delphi methodology within the chosen case study; Chichester Harbour Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (CH AONB). The first round of the adapted Delphi method 
involved a focus group survey with Chichester Harbour AONB managers. This was followed 
by a visitor survey during round two. Round three adopted a focus group survey 
methodology again with participants made up of the Chichester Harbour AONB managers. 
The adapted Delphi techniques allowed for feedback between rounds allowing consensus 
between focus group participants to be achieved. 
Data gathered during the primary research phases outlined above were assessed using 
primary quantitative and qualitative analysis techniques. The findings were synthesised in 
order to draw conclusions and develop a set of requirement or guidelines for the 
introduction of mandatory interpretation into the visitor impact management strategies of 
coastal protected areas. 
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1.5 Thesis Structure 
This thesis is organised into nine chapters. The research process and chapter breakdown 
are given in figure 1.2. 
Chapter One is the introduction to the Thesis. This chapter introduced the research focus 
and rational, set out the aims and objectives that form the focus of the research and 
discussed the research approach taken to explore the previously mentioned aims and 
objectives.  
The literature review is covered in Chapters Two and Three. These set the background and 
outline the existing research pertaining to this thesis, focusing on interpretation, informal 
learning theory, and captive audience interpretation.  
Chapter Four outlines the methodological approach taken to investigate the aims and 
objectives set out in this chapter.  
Chapter Five identifies and justifies the first phase research methodology. Presents the 
results, analysis, conclusions and recommendations that help form the basis for the second 
phase of research. 
Chapter Six identifies and justifies the second phase research methodology. It discusses 
each round of the adapted Delphi method sequentially including research tools, results, 
analysis and conclusions. 
Chapter Seven presents a synthesis of the findings revealing further analysis relating to the 
research aims and objectives.  
Chapters Eight provides recommendations for the implementation of mandatory 
interpretation. Chapter Nine reviews the major findings of the research, identifies 
limitations of the study and presents recommendations for further research. 
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Figure 1.2: Organisation of investigation and chapters (Source: Original)
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2.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the relevant literature relating to the focus of this 
study; mandatory interpretation for coastal protected areas. This chapter aims to provide 
an overview of the general background pertaining to this study by: (i) placing the research 
in context; (ii) setting the scene by discussing the coastal environment; and (iii) the concept 
of tourism as appropriate to this study. This is followed by a detailed look at the impacts 
caused by visitors in coastal environments. Figure 2.1 presents chapter framework. 
Broad area of study 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Focus 
Figure 2.1 Chapter framework (Source: Original) 
The coastal environment 
Protected area tourism 
Visitor impacts  
Impacts of protected area 
tourism 
Global tourism 
Alternative tourism industry 
Impacts of tourism 
Impacts on the coastal zone 
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2.2 Coasts of the World  
This section begins by defining the coastal zone and discussing the nature of the coasts of 
the World. Attention is then focused on the pressures faced by the coastal environment, in 
particular those pressures caused by human use of coastal resources. The ‘Coastal Zone’ is 
then defined in terms of the United Kingdom. Coastal property rights are discussed as is the 
special nature of the UK Coastline and the threats posed to it by man. The section then 
examines management of the coastal zone.  
 
2.2.1 Defining the coastal zone 
The coast is a place where the land and sea meet, unique places within global geography 
(Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998). The coastal zone is a narrow band of land and sea around the 
coastline (Seabroke & Pickering, 1993). In the United States of America the coastal zone is 
defined in the Coastal Zone Management Act 1972 as “The coastal waters…..and adjacent 
shore lands……strongly influenced by each other and in proximity to the shorelines” 
(Seabroke & Pickering, 1993, p.3). 
The coastal area or zone is also described by Sorenson and McCreory (1990) as the 
interface between the part of the land affected by its proximity to the sea and the part of 
the ocean affected by its proximity to the land. It should be noted that in terms of public 
access the coastal zone is unlikely to be extended beyond one km of the Mean High Water 
Mark (Dumashie, 2008). 
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2.2.2 The nature of the World’s coasts 
“The coastal regions of planet Earth are amazing areas. The interface between land and 
sea, the coast is a unique geological, ecological, and biological domain of vital importance 
to an outstanding array of terrestrial and aquatic life forms, including Humankind.” (Beatley 
et al., 2002, p.1).   
The Coastal Zone offers a unique habitat to a multitude of plant and animal species. Beatley 
et al. (2002) states that the coastal ecosystem is made up of a myriad of interconnected 
subsystems whose functions cannot be duplicated elsewhere. For example, the Worlds 
coastal wetlands are home to thousands of species of birds, plants and other biota. They 
also serve as filter systems removing impurities from the water that passes through them.  
The coastline contains some of the most productive and valuable habitats of the biosphere, 
such as estuaries, lagoons, and coastal wetlands. Clarke (1996) states that the coast is a 
place of natural dynamism where significant amounts of natural energy are released and a 
great abundance of life is nurtured. They continue, explaining that the coasts are a place of 
high priority interest to people, commerce, to the military and to a variety of industries. 
Beatley et al. (2002) add that the coasts are an important defence for many people, as 
beaches, dunes, cliffs and barrier reefs all act as buffers against coastal storms. 
Beatley et al. (2002, p.1) also point out that the coastal zone has recreational value stating 
that “Wonder and beauty are common feelings associated with the coast, the aesthetic and 
scenic elements of the coastal zone make it invaluable as a source of inspiration and peace.”  
Such things as daily tides, mangrove forests, tidal flats, storm waves and barrier Islands are 
endemic to the coasts (Clarke, 1996). Due to these features and the destructive nature of 
coastal enterprises, it has been recognised that the coastal zone is a distinct region that 
possesses resources that require continuous management. 
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2.2.3 Pressures on the World’s coastal zone  
The coastal zone is dynamic yet adaptable. Changes to the natural environment are to be 
expected. Natural changes such as wind, waves and storms continuously alter the coasts, 
moving material and changing the landscape. The array of coastal ecosystems are precisely 
balanced, fragile areas which are susceptible to a variety of threats (Beatley et al., 2002). 
These threats include the actions of one of Earth’s most destructive forces, mankind as 
human interference with natural processes can alter natural dynamics. 
The World’s coasts have a significant array of economic, social, and environmental value. 
There is ever growing pressure on the coastal environment as a result of intensifying 
human use (Doumenge, 2005). Vallega (1999) states that coastal populations are growing 
faster than those inland and Edgner (1993) predicts that 75% of all humans will be living 
within 60km of the coast by 2020. Kay and Alder (1999) described the coasts as the World’s 
most important but intensely used of all areas settled by humans. 
These large and growing populations are creating major problems in the World’s coastal 
areas. A growing population creates needs for larger sewage treatment works, landfill sites 
and recreational facilities, adding to the pressures already created by industry and military 
usage. Cicin-Sain & Knecht (1998) state that the tendency for ever greater numbers of 
people to migrate to the World’s coasts is exerting serious pressure on those areas that 
could put the value and productivity of many of them at risk.  
Purely the fact that people live and work in coastal areas is a form of pressure. Coastal 
regions of the world are among the most attractive places to live both aesthetically and 
economically. Coastal regions provide numerous jobs.  
People also visit the coastal zone for recreation. Dramatic increases in numbers and density 
of a population occurs in many coastal cities, towns and villages during holiday seasons. 
Beatley et al. (2002) state that in holiday seasons the population of many coastal 
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communities can double, triple or increase even more. All these people need to be given 
accommodation, fed, and entertained. Pressures at the coast may emanate from the need 
for hotels, condominiums, restaurants, petrol stations, shopping facilities, golf courses, 
piers, industrial processes and fishing. Further to this, these necessitate infrastructure, 
roads, bridges, parking, sewers and waste disposal, which can exert pressure on the 
environment and/or lead to a variety of negative impacts (Beatley et al., 2002). In addition 
to these pressures there are the negative effects caused by inappropriate behaviour of 
locals or visitors such as trampling or littering. Environmentally inappropriate behaviours 
are discussed in section 2.5, towards the end of this chapter. 
 
2.2.4 The effects of human pressure 
The effects of human induced pressure on the coast may affect significant proportions of 
the ecosystem and may have long lasting effects. Human activity can interfere with the 
natural processes of the coast and prevent the ecosystem from maintaining equilibrium 
essential to its continued health. Marine and terrestrial environments are firmly integrated 
systems in which all parts are co-exist and are dependent on one-another. Destruction or 
degradation of one element can damage other components or even the ecosystem as a 
whole (Beatley et al., 2002). 
Sensitive coastal areas such as wetlands, dune systems, and water bodies, as well as fish 
and estuaries are exceptionally vulnerable to human induced impacts. Population size and 
growth directly affect the amount and character of development in an area which inflict 
new pressures, impacts and demands on the natural and built environment. 
Scura et al., 1992 noted that the coastal zone represents the crossing point between the 
land and the sea; however they found that awareness and attention have been focused on 
the area in which human activities are linked with the terrestrial and marine environments.  
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Figure 2.2: relationships between the coastal zone and coastal resource system (Source: 
adapted from Scura et al., 1992) 
 
Beatley et al. (2002) explains that as more people and activities are focused on the coast, 
conflicts over how to use its resources heighten. For example, plans to increase energy 
production may clash with the desire to preserve recreational facilities and aesthetic 
resources for recreation. The wish to build second homes or resorts may clash with the 
need to defend ecosystem functions including maintaining healthy estuaries, beaches and 
bays, on which all coastal residents as well as many terrestrial residents rely so heavily. 
Coastal planners face an immense challenge with the competition for resources. 
 
2.2.5 UK coastal access 
Research conducted by Natural England (2007) shows that 30% of the English coast has no 
access and in the 70% that does access is fragmented making a continuous journey along 
Use Conflict 
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the English coast unachievable. In addition access may be restricted for several reasons, 
such as: (i) a footpath against a cliff edge; (ii) coastal erosion undermining existing access’ 
or (iii) unsecured access to the beach (Natural England, 2007).  
On the 4th of December 2008 the Government introduced the Marine and Coastal Access 
Bill into parliament which was passed in 2009. The purpose of the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act (MCAA) 2009 is to introduce a new framework for the seas based on marine 
spatial planning that balances; (i) conservation; (ii) energy and resource needs; and (iii) 
improved access to the English coast. Defra (2012) argue that ‘the Act will help to achieve 
clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas. It will provide 
better protection for our marine environment; sustainable use of our marine resources; an 
integrated planning system for managing our seas, coasts and estuaries; a robust legal 
framework for decision-making; streamlined regulation and enforcement; and access to the 
coast.’ Provisions for the improvement of access to the English coast is contained in Part 9 
of the MCAA. 
The MCAA aims to create a continuous signed and managed route around the English coast, 
plus, where appropriate, areas of spreading room including beaches, dunes and cliffs. The 
Secretary of State and Natural England have been given the duty to secure a long distance 
route around the English coast whilst also making land available to the public for open-air 
recreation (Defra, 2009). 
The UK coast is very popular with people, providing areas for beach activities as well as 
wider forms of recreation. Natural England (2007) has provided evidence that walking is the 
single most popular activity along the coast. It is hoped that through the MCAA, improving 
access will give people the confidence and certainty that wherever they arrive at the coast 
there will be clear, well managed access in either direction where they would be able to 
enjoy a varied natural environment. 
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There is no specified width for the corridor. In some places it will only be about four metres 
wide, plus the foreshore but in others it will include beaches, headlands, dunes, cliffs and 
other environments (Defra, 2009). The majority of beaches have been included in the 
coastal access corridor, however, there are exceptions, for example, where restrictions or 
exclusions on access are imposed for the purpose of nature conservation (Defra, 2009). 
The environmental impact assessment carried out by Asken Ltd (2007) predicts that 
visitations would increase as access is made easier. Natural England (2012) argue that 
improving access in this way, to many miles of coastline for all to enjoy, will help support 
local economies from increased visitor spending where additional visits are made. 
However, as discussed later in section 2.3, increased visitation may lead to more frequent 
and intense visitor impacts.  
On 22 March 2011 Natural England submitted to the Secretary of State it’s coastal access 
report. The repost set out the proposals for the right of coastal access on the first stretch of 
the English coast between Portland and Lulworth, Weymouth Bay (Defra, 2012).  The 
Secretary of State has approved the first stretch of the England Coast Path at Weymouth 
Bay which opened in 2012 (Natural England, 2012). 
 
2.3 Global tourism 
This section begins by briefly looking into the development of tourism followed by defining 
what it is meant by the term tourism. The role of tourism in the world economy is 
addressed before looking at the global impacts of tourism. This is followed by exploring the 
definition of coastal tourism, and reviewing its impacts. 
2.3.1 The Concept of tourism 
Initially the definition of tourism was formulated in the years between the 1st and 2nd world 
wars. The Swiss professors Hunziker and Krapf defined tourism as; “the total of the 
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phenomena and relationships arising from travel and stay of non-residents, in so far as they 
do not lead to permanent residence and are not connected with any earning activity.”  
The word tourist first appeared in the nineteenth century (Boorstin, 1961). The actual idea 
of travel for pleasure is a relatively recent trend because until the nineteenth century travel 
was not easy and the landscapes that we now regard as pleasing were not necessarily 
thought of in the same way. Historians have suggested that the advent of mass tourism 
began in the UK during the industrial revolution with the rise of the middle class and 
comparatively inexpensive transportation (Theobald, 2005). After World War II the 
commercial airline industry was created along with the jet airline in the 1950’s which acted 
as a catalyst for the rapid growth of international travel and tourism. 
 
2.3.2 Defining Tourism 
With over 650 million people travelling internationally at the beginning of the twenty-first 
century (UNWTO, 1998), the word tourism became part of common language. Attempts to 
define tourism have proved to be difficult because the word tourism means different things 
to different people. Many authors (Burkart & Medlik, 1981; Mathieson, et al., 1982; 
Theobald, 2005) of texts based on tourism  have pasted comment on the difficulties 
associated with defining the term; however, Bull (1991, p.1) describes tourism as “a human 
activity which encompasses human behaviour, use of resources, and interactions with other 
people, economies and environments”. 
Although there is no definitive description of tourism the most commonly used definition is 
that of The United Nations World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO, 1991, p.1) who define the 
term; “the activities of persons travelling to and staying in places outside their usual 
environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, business or other 
purposes.”  
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2.3.3 The global tourism industry 
International tourist arrivals reached 980 million in 2011, up from 939 million in 2010 and is 
expected to reach the one billion mark by the end of 2012 (UNWTO, 2012). The tourism 
sector is directly responsible for five percent of the World’s GDP, six % of the World’s total 
exports and employs one in 12 people worldwide (UNWTO, 2012).  
 
2.3.4 Global impacts of tourism 
From the UNWTO (1991) definition of tourism, (section 2.3.2) it can be inferred that 
tourism involves an element of interaction with a different environment to the one found 
at the tourist’s home. The subsequent consequences of tourism impacts can be put into 
three categories; economic, social and environmental. These consequences can be either 
positive or negative. For example, areas of natural beauty may be designated for 
conservation purposes but visitation may negatively impact against natural conservation 
values. 
 
2.3.5 Coastal tourism 
Coastal tourism was originally recognised in the 19th Century and has increased in a non-
linear fashion ever since, which was stimulated by rising prosperity and developments in 
technology (Davenport & Davenport, 2006). Coastal Tourism became increasingly popular 
after 1945 with the development of the passenger airline and the perceived benefits of sea 
air, sun, beaches, scenic views and seafood which became the initial lure.  
Coastal tourism is the oldest and largest segment of the tourism industry. The availability of 
new destinations, more adventurous activities and wildlife observation means that coastal 
tourism attracts the greatest percentage of tourists each year. For example, 63% of 
European holiday makers prefer the coast (European Commission, 1998).  
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Originally tourism was a short range phenomenon, often national in location. Now tourism 
is global with tourists from developed countries visiting places across the world. Global 
international tourist arrivals has steadily increased from 25million in 1950 to over 900 
million in 2011 (UNWTO, 2012). UNWTO's Tourism 2020 Vision forecasts that international 
arrivals are expected to reach nearly 1.6 billion by the year 2020 (UNWTO, n.d). The 
UNWTO (2004) also estimates that by 2020 there will be 350 million tourists visiting the 
Mediterranean coastal region alone. These figures do not include long and short distance 
tourist from within the country.  
 
2.3.6 Defining coastal tourism 
The concept of coastal tourism embraces the full range of tourism, leisure and recreational 
activity that occurs in the coastal zone and the associated off-shore coastal waters. The 
IFREMER Biennial Report defines coastal tourism as; “the full set of visitor’s coastal 
(onshore and off-shore) activities.” (Cited in Kalaydjian, 2008, p. 3). Hall (2001) states that 
these include: (i) coastal tourism development (e.g. accommodation, restaurants, food 
industry, and second homes); (ii) the infrastructure supporting coastal development (e.g. 
marinas and activity suppliers); and (iii) tourism activities (e.g. recreational boating, coastal 
and marine based ecotourism, cruises, recreational fishing, swimming, snorkelling and 
diving) (Miller & Auyong, 1991; Miller, 1993). 
Marine tourism is often thought of as a subset of coastal tourism. The literature refers to 
both land and sea experiences of coastal tourism (Clarke, 1992). Orams (1999, p.9) 
describes marine tourism to “include those recreational activities that involve travel away 
from ones place of residence and which have their host or focus on the marine 
environment.”  
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This definition is able to encompass recreation that is undertaken on the sea and focuses 
on the marine environment. This activity and leisure based interpretation is consistent with 
other authors (Kenchington, 1993; Miller, 1993). Orams (1999) definition is important 
because of the additional emphasis that marine and coastal tourism must include shore 
based activities. Hall (2001) gives some examples: (i) land based whale watching; (ii) reef 
walking; (iii) cruise ship supply: and (iv) yachting events. Murphy (1985) also includes 
coastal walks and interpretive centre visits. Bailey (1998) stated; “Indeed, a key ingredient 
behind the phenomenal successes of coastal tourism stems from the ability to provide both 
terrestrial and aquatic recreational opportunities to tourists during a single trip.” (Bailey, 
1998, p. 31). 
 
2.3.7 Impacts of coastal tourism 
Tourism has been associated with sea, sand, and sun. These are attributed to the coastal 
environment and as a result tourism is associated with the coastal zone. The unique 
character of the coastal zone gives rise to various types of tourism development. Coastal 
tourism is widely regarded as one of the fastest growing areas of present day tourism 
(Section 2.3.5). Tourism in the coastal zone may increase the pressure already exerted by 
agriculture, fishing, industry and human settlements. Given that about 40% of the world’s 
population live on or near the coast, it is clear that tourism in these regions is significant 
(Burke et al., 2001). Furthermore, due to the dynamic nature of the coastal zone any 
alteration to the natural system may have a huge impact on the long term health of the 
environment (Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998). 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (1997 cited in Hall & Page, 2002, p. 
284) documented that “of all the activities that take place in the coastal zones, none is 
increasing in both volume and diversity more than coastal tourism and recreation. Virtually 
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all coastal and ocean issue areas affect coastal tourism and recreation either directly or 
indirectly. Clean water, healthy coastal habitats, and a safe, secure, and enjoyable 
environment are clearly fundamental to successful tourism. Bountiful living marine 
resources are of critical importance to most recreational experiences.”  
Tourism can have harmful impacts on the environment (Archer, 1985; Hanna & Wells, 
1992). Tourism impacts the physical, economic and cultural environment. 
Authors (Dobson, 2003; Garrod & Wilson, 2003) agree that negative coastal environmental 
impacts result from pressure on limited resources, increased incursion on to natural areas, 
and conflict between tourism development and other sectors. The impacts resulting from 
coastal tourism are threatening the physical, economic, and cultural resources. Authors 
(Brigulio & Briguglio, 2000; Gill et al., 2003) agree that tourism becomes even more 
damaging as tourists prefer to visit natural and cultural areas which are often exceptionally 
delicate. There is concern over the increased invasion of wild habitats (Garrod & Wilson, 
2003) as it threatens plant and animal health and leads to undesirable aesthetics (Gossling, 
2002).  
 
2.4 Alternative tourism 
The concept of coastal tourism, its role within the tourism industry and the impacts it has 
were discussed in the previous section. This section will now review the alternative tourism 
segment, its origin, its place within the overarching industry and the direction it is currently 
taking. Many tourists have been moving away from conventional forms of tourism, looking 
for new experiences. This new tourism has been referred to as alternative tourism. These 
alternative forms of tourism pay special attention to the environment and the local 
communities. These alternative forms of tourism are generally placed under the overall 
umbrella of sustainable tourism.  
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2.4.1 A step towards sustainable tourism 
Over the past few decades greater concern for the condition of the coastal and marine 
environment has been expressed, which has not just been due to tourism alone but also: 
the increasing economic significance of tourism; the growth of nature based tourism; and 
the desire of many to experience pristine environments has contributed to an increase in 
research on the physical impacts of tourism (Pearce, 1988; Wong, 1986; Davis & Tisdell, 
1994; Hawkins & Roberts, 1994 Hall & Lew, 1998). Wong (1993) states that it has been 
established that tourism is environmentally dependent. Tourism may bring both positive 
and negative effects on the environment; it may thrive where environments are protected 
as the pristine nature of the environment attracts visitors. As much of the tourism industry 
benefits from a pristine environment, uncontrolled expansion and mismanagement may 
harm the very resource on which it is based (WTTC et al., 1997). This is particularly true for 
more nature based activities as stated by Mason (2003, p.110) “The natural environment 
and tourism are inextricably linked.”  
This appreciation of the importance of coastal tourism and tourism in general to the global 
economy and therefore the interest in its long term viability has led to a relatively recent 
trend towards sustainable tourism (Bjork, 2000; Burke et al., 2001; European Commission, 
2000; Lee & Moscardo, 2005; Mycoo, 2006; Sharpley, 2006), partially fuelled by tourist 
demand for more responsible and environmentally friendly options (Dobson, 2003; Garrod 
& Wilson, 2003; Mycoo, 2006; Sharpley, 2006).  If a tourism dependent economy suffers a 
loss of a natural resource or environmental degradation, it may result in significant socio-
economic consequences such as increased unemployment.  
An un-regulated tourism sector can continue to expand and prosper until tourism pressures 
the local natural resources and coastal ecosystems resulting in degradation, undesirable 
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aesthetics’ and an uncomfortable experience. This may lead to a decrease in tourism 
arrivals, and a downward economy as well as increased social tension (Burke et al., 2001). 
Therefore it is vital to develop a solution that balances environmental degradation with 
economic growth – sustainable tourism (Briguglio & Briguglio, 2000) . Sustainable tourism 
as defined by Ceballos-Lascurain (1996, p.20) is; “Tourism that is developed and managed in 
such a way that all tourism activity – which in some way focuses on a heritage resource (be 
it natural or cultural) can continue indefinitely.”  
Sustainable tourism in its purest form attempts to exert low impact on the environment 
and culture of the hosting community, whilst helping to generate income, employment and 
conserve both local cultural heritage and ecosystems whilst attracting visitors (Wall, 1997; 
Swarbrooke, 1999;). A sustainable tourism management strategy should: (i) be a 
compromise between conservation and people; (ii) acknowledge the needs of the local 
population; (iii) allow the local population to manage their own resources; (iv) ensure 
against the leakage of profits out of the community; (v) conserve natural biodiversity, 
heritage, and vital ecosystem processes; (iv) and include an educational aspect addressing 
the natural environment and cultural acceptance (Bjork, 2000; Dobson, 2003; Garrod & 
Wilson, 2003; Yunis, 2006). Swarbrooke (1999) suggests that the environment is central in 
the concept of sustainable tourism, as sustainable tourism ultimately aspires to assist in the 
protection of natural resources. 
 
2.4.2 Ecotourism  
Garrod and Willson (2003) observe that ecotourism is a concept that falls under the over-
arching sustainable tourism industry. Ecotourism is a relatively new tourism sector which is 
based in natural areas and has become increasingly recognised as conserving the physical 
environment and improving the well being of the local population (Garrod & Wilson, 2003; 
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Lee & Moscardo, 2005; Sharpley, 2006). The term ecotourism was first introduced by 
Hertzer in 1960. One of the earliest definitions of ecotourism is that of Ceballos-Lascurain 
(1987, p. 14) who stated that; “Ecotourism is travelling to relatively undisturbed and 
uncontaminated natural areas with the specific objective of studying, admiring and enjoying 
the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural manifestations 
(both past and present) found in these areas.” Other definitions of ecotourism have 
followed along similar lines to that by Ceballos-Lascurain (1987). Ten of these definitions 
are shown in Appendix 1. Although these definitions all follow similar lines, they focus on 
different aspects. For example, the definition by Tickell (1994) focuses on nature and 
sustainability where as Richardson (1993) centres primarily on sustainability, education and 
community. Based on the definitions and the work of Garrod & Wilson (2003) it is 
suggested that ecotourism should promote positive experiences for the community and 
tourists by minimising impacts, building environmental and cultural respect, provide 
financing for conservation and restoration, and engender financial benefits for the local 
population.   
Goodwin (1996, p. 288) defined ecotourism as “low impact nature tourism which 
contributes to the maintenance of species and habitats either directly through and 
contribution to conservation and/or indirectly by providing revenue to the local community 
sufficient for local people to value, and therefore protect, their wildlife heritage areas as a 
source of income”. Armstrong & Weiler (2002, p. 105) place emphasis on sustainability and 
education by stating that “one of the essential and defining characteristics of ecotourism is 
that it raises awareness of the environment and its natural and cultural values……..it has an 
educational or learning component”. Björk (2008) outlines themes, dimensions and 
components of ecotourism composed from a variety of sources. Table 2.1 shows the 
dimensions, components and themes of ecotourism. 
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Fennell (2003) Sirakaya et al. (1999) Diamantis (1999) 
Interest in nature Environmentally friendly 
tourism 
Natural- based component 
(protected and non-protected 
natural areas) 
Contribution to conservation Responsible travel Sustainable management 
component (nature-centred 
approach) 
Reliance on parks and 
protected areas 
Educational Travel Educational/interpretation 
component (educational 
programmes) 
Benefit local people/long-term 
benefits 
 
Low-impact travel 
Education and study Recreational and romantic 
trips to natural sites 
 
Low-impact/non-consumptive Contribution to local welfare 
Ethics/responsibility  
 
Eco-cultural travel 
Management Sustainable non-consumptive 
tourism 
Sustainable 
 
Responsible business approach 
to travel 
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Table 2.1: Dimensions, components and themes of ecotourism (Source: adapted from 
Bjork, 2008, p.32) 
The four key elements as identified by Björk (2008) are: (i) a duty to sustainability; (ii) the 
product needs to be within a natural setting; (iii) the need to highlight conservation and 
preservation; and (iv) to offer education and interpretation. 
Figure 2.3 shows ecotourism’s ideal interconnected relationships between environmental 
conservation, economy and tourist attraction in a coastal setting. 
Enjoyment/appreciation Community involvement 
 
Culture Tourist involvement in 
preservation 
 
Adventure Buzzword 
 
Small scale Contribution to conservation 
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Figure 2.3: Ecotourism's relationship with environmental protection in a coastal setting 
(Source: adapted from Garrod & Wilson, 2003) 
 
 
2.4.3 Coastal ecotourism 
This desire for wildlife viewing has beneficial effects, as large areas of coastline are 
conserved. For example, without the donations made by visitors the RSPB may be unable to 
protect large areas of the UK’s coast. However, there are consequences to this tourist use 
as long ago ornithologists found that human interaction and invasion reduces the hatching 
and breeding success of a variety of birds (see Burger, 2002).  Human visitors have impacts 
on the coastal environment that may damage wildlife, the ecosystems and processes of the 
coastal zone. For example, activities by boats and swimmers on wildlife watching trips may 
disrupt marine mammal behaviour and acoustic activity. Seal bathing grounds may also be 
disturbed by visitor interference.  According to Davenport & Davenport (2006) ecotourism 
 
Environmental 
Protection 
Revenue for 
Enhance 
Coastal 
conservation 
 
Conservation 
 
Enhance Coastal 
Livelihoods  
 
Continued profits 
for tourism 
enterprise 
 
Sustained 
visitor 
attraction  
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exhibits signs of the ‘self destruct theory of tourism’ brought to our attention by Duffus and 
Dearden (1990). When ecotourism starts in a given location it appeals to small numbers of 
expert specialists, who have a high knowledge and appreciation for the environment, 
require minimal infrastructure and have negligible environmental or social effects. These 
specialists are later replaced by general wildlife tourists who have less knowledge and 
appreciation of the wildlife and habitats that they view, desire higher levels of 
infrastructure and have more measurable impacts on the local environment and society.  
Ecotourism operators have begun to form partnerships with protected area managers and 
local people, with the intention of contributing to the long term protection of natural areas 
and with the hope of improving understanding and appreciation of these natural areas for 
the benefit of both residence and visitors (Wallace, 1992).  
 
2.4.4 Protected area tourism 
National tourism brochures or magazines of include articles, pictures or some other 
reference to a natural area. Natural areas also received substantial attention from book 
series such as “lonely planet” and especially “The Big Book of Nature Travel”. Natural area 
tourism is becoming significantly more appealing to the masses.  
Ceballos-Lascurain (1996), observed that more governments than ever actively promote 
tourism to protected areas. Tourism in protected areas has become increasingly important 
as it has tremendous potential as a mechanism for helping conserve natural and cultural 
heritage (Ceballos-Lascurian, 1996).  
In many cases a country’s prime areas of natural or cultural interest have been assigned 
protected area status at national or international level. Much of the tourism industry and 
especially ecotourism involve trips to protected areas. Nature based experiences are a 
significant part of the tourism sector and are considered to provide significant benefits to 
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regions where it occurs (Eagles, 2002; Laarman & Gregersen, 1996; Nyaupane et al., 2004; 
Nyaupane & Thapa, 2004). The IUCN (1991 cited in Ceballos-Lascurain, 1996, p.29) defined 
protected areas as; “An area dedicated primarily to the protection and enjoyment of natural 
and cultural heritage, to maintenance of biodiversity, and/or to maintenance of ecological 
life support systems”. The creation of such an area is now the most common means of 
conserving a natural ecosystem and the IUCN introduced a more recent definition of 
protected areas. The IUCN (1994 cited in Ceballos-Lascurain, 1996, p.29) definition of 
protected areas is as; “an area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection of 
biological diversity, and of natural and cultural heritage and associated cultural resources, 
and managed through legal or other effective means” .  
 
2.5 Visitor impacts in protected areas 
The earlier section considered sustainable and ecotourism as well as tourism in protected 
areas. This section explores the impacts tourists may have on a protected area. This section 
then sets out to define the terms ‘visitor’ and ‘impacts’ allowing the term ‘visitor impact’ to 
be defined. This section then offers a detailed exploration into the visitor impacts against 
the natural conservation values of coastal protected areas.  
Visitor impacts are often thought of in a negative light, however not all visitor use has a 
negative effect. For example, positives may be generated by visitor use; for conservation on 
site and in general as well as increased awareness and support for protected areas. 
Cessford (1995) found that visiting protected areas could stimulate a positive attitude 
towards conservation. Having said this, just the fact that a protected area allows visitors 
makes impacts unavoidable (Ceballos-Lascurian, 1996). Serious concerns have been 
expressed about potential negative effects of visitor use (McCrone, 2001). In order to 
explain visitor impacts in more detail a definition for visitors needs to be established. A 
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visitor as defined by the UNWTO (1963, cited in Theobald, 2005, p.12) is “any person 
visiting a country other than that in which he has his usual place of residence, for any 
reason other than following an occupational remunerated form within the country visited.”  
Theobald (2005, p. 13) states that “Visitors include two distinct categories of travellers: (i) 
Tourists: temporary visitors staying at least 24hours in the country visited, and whose 
purpose was for leisure, business, family, mission, or meeting; (ii) and Excursionists: 
temporary visitors staying less than 24hours in a destination visited and not staying 
overnight”.  
The WTO (1993) definition of visitors only refers to international tourism; Theobald (2005) 
explains that it is also relevant to national (domestic) tourism as well. In 1980 the WTO 
extended the definition to all tourism. In terms of marine protected areas McCrome (2001, 
p. 8) defined a visitor as “members of the public making recreational visits to marine 
protected areas.” Therefore for the purpose of this research, visitors are defined as 
members of the public making recreational visits to protected areas and in particular 
coastal protected areas. 
Here the term visitor is used in a broad sense which includes local, national and 
international visitors (both individual travellers and people on commercial trips), as well as 
tourists and excursionists, as described by Theobald (2005). 
Visitor impacts as defined by Glasson et al. (1995) are the resultant damages in 
environmental parameters in space and time, compared with what would happen without 
the action.  
The importance of understanding negative environmental impacts relates to the 
maintenance of viable tourism and consequent implications for planning and management. 
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This section provides an overview of the potential negative ecological impacts of coastal 
tourism. 
Visitor impacts include a wide range of effects and influence a wide range of areas: (i) 
visitors have impacts on other visitors (use conflicts, visitor perceptions and visitor 
satisfaction); (ii) visitor impacts on facilities and services (car parks and toilets); (iii) visitor 
impacts on historic or cultural values; (iv) risk to themselves and other visitors (swimming in 
areas where boasting activities are high); (v) or visitor impacts on the natural conservation 
values of a protected area (McCrone, 2001). 
Marion et al. (1998) recognise that visitor impacts need to be managed, since: (i) visitor use 
can negatively affect vegetation, soil, water and wildlife resources, as well as quality of 
visitor experience; (ii) visitor crowding and conflict can reduce the quality of visitor 
experience; (iii) environmental attributes such as vegetation and soil resistance and 
resiliency, influence the type and severity of visitor resource impacts; (iv) the use/impact 
relationship limits the effectiveness of visitor use reduction and dispersal strategies; 
Decision making frameworks can provide an explicit and flexible means of managing visitor 
impacts; and (v) indirect management strategies are often less costly to implement and are 
preferred by visitors (Marion & Farrel, 1998). . 
This research project will focus on the impacts visitors have on the environment of coastal 
protected areas. Impacts on the coastal environment can be categorised into six main 
areas; harvesting, trampling, off-road vehicles, boating activities, diving, and wildlife 
disturbances (McCrome, 2001). The next section looks at these categories and their 
associated impacts against the natural conservation values of coastal protected areas 
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2.5.1 Visitor impacts against the natural conservation values of coastal protected 
areas 
In the context of this thesis the term ‘coastal protected area’ refers to any area under an 
international or national conservation designated located within a coastal environment. 
Before explaining the impacts that visitors may have on coastal protected areas it is 
important to first discuss the many uses that visitors have for coastal protected areas. Table 
2.2 adapted from McCrome (2001, p.9) shows visitor activities undertaken within coastal 
protected areas. 
French (1997) explains that there is an increasing awareness of the conflicts between 
recreational use and conservation. Many authors (Baker et al., 1983; Salm & Clarke, 1984; 
Miller & Auyong, 1991; Miller, 1993; Andereck, 1995; French 1997)  have examined the 
issues of tourism and conservation of coastal resources. The conflicts between tourism and 
conservation in protected areas are also well recognised (Davis et al., 1995; Davis & Tisdell, 
1995; Gordon, 1993; Gubbay, 1995; Kenchington, 1993, Salm, 1985). For example French 
(1997) points out that sand dunes and coral reefs are probably the most visitor damaged 
habitats found on the World’s coasts.  
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TYPE OF VISITORS VISITOR ACTIVITIES 
Individuals 
Family/social groups 
Scuba diving clubs/other clubs 
Scuba diving training groups 
Visitors using other commercial operators 
Students attending university field courses 
School groups 
Swimming 
Snorkelling 
Diving 
Picnics/barbecues 
Exploring intertidal reefs and fossicking 
Walking 
Boasting 
Sunbathing 
Dog walking 
Horse riding 
Photography (terrestrial and aquatic) 
Water sports (e.g. water skiing and 
windsurfing) 
Feeding fish 
Curio collecting 
Legal extraction 
Illegal extraction  
Table 2.2: Examples of the types of visitor to coastal protected areas, and the types of 
activities undertaken whilst in these protected areas (Source: adapted from McCrone, 
2001, p.9) 
Newsome (2005) states that there is often a desire for close contact with wildlife and that 
children especially need guidance as they are self-exploring and unaware of any risk to 
wildlife or themselves. In unsupervised or self touring situations there are some people 
who are uncertain of how to act and there are others who exhibit some sort of negative 
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behaviour (Newsome, 2005). Inappropriate or un-educated behaviours appear common 
problems where supervision is not possible (Butynski & Kalina, 1998; Litchfield, 2001; Lewis 
& Newsome, 2003; Newsome et al., 2004). Changes in visitor profile may also occur (as 
discussed earlier in Section 2.3). The consequences of this are that awareness and 
expectations of the majority of visitors can change over time. Over time and with a greater 
awareness of the attraction the emergence of less informed, less motivated, more 
generalist visitors who are more likely to impact negatively on the site has been described 
by Duffus & Dearden (1990). This trend has also been documented by Higham, 1998 at 
Taioria Head in New Zealand.   
As stated previously within this Section impacts on the coastal environment can be 
categorised into six main areas; harvesting, trampling, off road vehicles, boating activities, 
diving and wildlife disturbances which are discussed sequentially (McCrone, 2001). 
 
2.5.1.1 Harvesting 
Harvesting includes the gathering of both flora and fauna for bait, food, aquaria, scientific 
study, as well as removal by tourists. Organisms such as starfish and sponges are the most 
common items for tourists to either harvest themselves or purchase from curios. 
Harvesting from coastal protected areas is represented well in the literature. Many authors 
(Quin et al., 1996; Visser & Njuguna, 1992; Kingsford & Battershill, 1998; Hall, 1999) have 
looked at the effects of recreational fishing and selective gathering. Recreational fishing 
and the excessive collection of shells and organisms from rock pools can lead to local 
depletion in fauna and faunal resources (Newsome et al., 2002). The direct effects of 
harvesting on shorelines include reduced densities and altered size structure of target 
species populations. Indirect effects include loss of habitat and release from competition or 
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predation. Keough (1996) points out those impacts are most severe around areas that are 
popular with visitors. 
 
2.5.1.2 Trampling 
Authors (Hawkins & Roberts, 1993; Kay & Liddle, 1989, Liddle & Kay, 1987) have 
investigated the impacts of trampling on coral reefs. Authors (Boorman & Fuller, 1997; 
Carlson & Godfrey, 1989; Hylgaard, 1981; Liddle, 1997; McDonnel, 1981; Nickerson & 
Thibodeau, 1983) have studied the effect of trampling on dune systems. Even low levels of 
trampling can be detrimental to dune communities; reducing vegetation cover, and 
destabilising dunes. Other coastal habitats are also vulnerable to trampling (McCrone, 
2001). Any disturbance of the natural cycling of sand may alter the size and composition of 
the sandy shoreline, the removal of vegetation can lead to the erosion of and 
transportation of sand further inland (Newsome et al., 2002). In the above mentioned 
works it has been established that coastal grasslands and salt marshes are also susceptible 
to trampling but not to such an extent as dune systems, although the total number of plant 
species and amount of vegetation cover in all habitats is reduced by trampling. 
Destruction of habitat and loss of vegetation in salt marshes, mangroves, mudflats and sand 
flats can be attributed to trampling (French, 1997). Indirect mortality of soft-shore fauna 
may result from burial though compaction of sediments, collapsing burrows, or exposure to 
the surface resulting in avian predation (Chandraskara & Frid, 1996). Authors (Beauchamp 
& Gowing, 1982; Bronsan, 1992; Bronsan & Crumrine, 1994; Fletcher & Frid, 1996; Keough 
& Quinn, 1998) have found that the flora and fauna of rocky shores can be significantly 
affected by trampling.    
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Appendix A shows some examples of visitor impact studies on coastal habitats adapted 
from McCrone (2001). The table of examples includes disturbance type, habitat, effect, 
location, and reference. 
 
2.5.1.3 Off Road Vehicles 
Off-road vehicles have negative effects on dune systems, beaches and biota (Brown & 
McLachlan, 1990). McCrone (2001) reiterates this point by saying that off-road vehicles can 
destroy vegetation, disturb wildlife and reduce the numbers of organisms in much the same 
way as trampling.  
 
2.5.1.4 Boating Activities 
Anchoring and mooring can cause damage to marine habitats (Dixon et al., 1993). Propeller 
wash and boat groundings can also cause considerable harm to coastal sediment surface 
and subsurface communities (Rogers et al., 1990). 
Newsome et al. (2002) explains that in marine environments injuries to sea mammals can 
occur when an animal is suddenly surprised at the surface by boasts. Mignucci-Giannoni et 
al. (2002)  and Poland et al. (1996) have explored the use of power boats and water sport 
activities finding that they can increase mortality of resident fauna which have been 
demonstrated by injuries to turtles and manatees.  
 
2.5.1.5 Diving 
Many authors (e.g Davis & Tisdel, 1995; Hawkins & Roberts, 1992; Rouphael & Inglis, 1997) 
have investigated the impacts that divers and snorkelers have on coral communities. These 
studies found that snorkelling and diving can have serious negative impacts on corals. Coral 
damage is sometimes caused by divers collecting for curio purposes. However, sometimes 
visitors accidentally or intentionally harm coral by kicking, fining, trampling, holding, 
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kneeling, standing or through the re-suspension of sediments Hawkins & Roberts, 1992). 
Fish species closely associated with the coral were negatively affected as considerable 
declines in abundance of these species were noticed immediately after coral damage 
(Lewis, 1998). 
 
2.5.1.6 Wildlife Disturbance 
As discussed earlier in Section 2.3 worldwide the number of people wanting wildlife 
experiences in its natural environment has been growing rapidly.  This is particularly true of 
marine wildlife (Orams 1996a; Davis et al., 1997). Section 2.3 identified that coastal and 
marine animals may be viewed from either land or boat. Bejder (1995) investigated the 
effects that humans have on marine mammals. Bejder (1995) and Constantine (1999) point 
out the impacts humans have on marine mammals: (i) disturbance through human 
presence; (ii) disturbance through human contact; (iii) disturbance through boating 
activities; (iv) disturbance through human induced noise; and (v) disturbance through 
feeding. 
Constantine (1999) explains that all of these disturbances may alter natural behaviours, 
change habitat use, affect reproduction and pose risk to the welfare of people especially as 
marine mammals may become demanding of food. 
Referring to a picture of visitors engaging in inappropriate behaviour at a haul site for 
Australian Sealions, Orsini (2004) argues that for people to fully appreciate the viewing 
experience they need to understand that the sealions are resting following physiologically 
demanding foraging activities. Tourism situations can result in a high frequency of contact 
between visitors and wildlife, and tourists are less likely to have knowledge about the wild 
animals that they are viewing (Newsome, 2005). 
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Sand dune systems are poorly developed or absent from most humid tropical 
environments, however in many of these areas the beach itself is a critical habitat used as 
breeding sites for turtles and seabirds (Newsome et al., 2002). Hunting and habitat 
degradation has decimated many turtle populations and therefore viable nesting sites are 
essential to their survival (Newsome et al., 2002). Many turtle nesting beaches have 
become tourist attractions. One such example is Tortuguero National Park in Costa Rica 
where Jacobson & Lopez (1994) observed visitor impacts on turtles. Impacts consist of 
disturbance from torches and flash photography, touching and blocking turtles, as well as 
digging and movement around nest sites and the trampling and handling of hatchlings 
(Jacobson & Lopez, 1994). Jacobson & Lopez (1994) also found that the disruption of turtle 
activity caused turtles to return to the sea without laying. Newsome (2005) states that 
impacts can occur primarily as a result of ignorance regarding how to observe nesting 
turtles. Wilson & Tisdell (2001) documented impacts which included torchlight and noise 
disturbance that discouraged turtles to ascend the beach. Newsome et al. (2002) explain 
that even building sand castles is a major threat to turtle populations as they act as 
obstacles, preventing movement up the beach.   
McCrone (2001) explains that feeding fish may alter natural behaviours and change species 
interaction, also possibly leading to habituation. 
Humans may also have negative impacts on sea birds. This subject has been well 
documented in the literature. Rogers & Smith (1997) suggest that impacts include (i) 
disruption of breeding activities; (ii) loss of eggs; (iii) changes in habitat utilisation; (iv) loss 
of burrows; (v) nest desertion leading to reductions in chick survival; (vi) feeding 
disruptions; (vii) habitat destruction; (viii) disruption of migratory birds through disruption 
of roost sites; and (ix) desertion of colonies by all or part of breeding populations. 
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2.6 Conclusion 
This chapter, by reviewing the literature, has provided background information and focused 
the study on visitor impacts against the conservation values of coastal protected areas. By 
doing so this chapter has highlighted the major factors that influence the sustainability of 
leisure and tourism within the coastal zone. The following chapter forms the basis for the 
primary research by developing a suitable focus and rationale for study.   
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3.1 Introduction 
Findings from previous research forms the background and reasoning for investigation 
(Denscombe, 2003), learning from preceding ideas and stimulating new directions of study.  
This chapter provides an overview and discussion of the existing literature appropriate to 
this topic. The aim is to provide the context and variety of existing research. The literature 
has formed the basis for the primary research which follows by developing a suitable focus 
and rationale for study.   
This chapter focuses on visitor impact management, centering the heart of this study on 
interpretation as a visitor management tool, discussing the relevant theories pertaining to 
the research. Following will be a review of publications dealing with interpretation in 
coastal and marine settings creating a basis for the critique and identification of the 
limitations of interpretation as a visitor management tool. Through this process the 
research identifies possible solutions for investigation.  
Figure 1.1 (Section 1.1) illustrates the conceptual framework for the research study. The 
conceptual framework specifies how the theoretical aspects of the literature review are 
related. This chapter discusses in detail the aspects mentioned thus providing impetus for 
the research.  
 
3.2 Visitor impact management 
Having established that visitors have various impacts on the area they visit this section 
discusses the concept of visitor impact management as a means of minimising the severity 
and reducing the occurrence of such impacts. Attention is then drawn to the idea that 
visitors can learn how to behave appropriately while on site. 
One important measure of both the success and sustainability of tourism in National Parks 
and protected areas is the management of visitor impacts to ensure the long term 
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protection of natural and cultural resources as well as continued visitor enjoyment and use 
(Marion & Farrell, 1998). As discussed by Ceballos-Lascurian (1996) allowing visitor use 
makes impacts unavoidable. Visitor management seeks to redress this situation through the 
protection of natural and cultural resources, and the provision of tourist activities and 
experiences. Without effective visitor management, tourism can lead to adverse impacts on 
the natural, cultural and heritage environments to the extent that they may also negatively 
affect visitor satisfaction.  
Visitor management is a tool which permits access to tourist sites whilst protecting 
resources upon which the tourism is based (Stanford, 2006). Visitor management has been 
defined as “ensuring visitors realize a quality experience; the management of visitors in a an 
approach to the management of visitors that achieves a quality experience whilst helping to 
accomplish overall management objectives” (McArthur & Hall, 1996). Furthermore, 
Moscardo, (2000 cited in Newsome et al. 2002, p.241) list three key functions of visitor 
management: (i) to enhance visitor experiences; (ii) to improve visitor knowledge and 
understanding; and (iii) to assist in the protection or conservation of places or cultures. 
Visitor management comes from the principles found in outdoor recreation and refers to 
direct and indirect management (Lime, 1979). Whilst in the tourism industry visitor 
management has been split into hard and soft measures (Page, 2003). Direct/hard visitor 
management is based on regulation, limitation and restrictions where as indirect/soft 
visitor management is based on incentives, interpretation, and marketing (Page, 2003). 
Manning (1999) explains that direct/hard visitor management limits the individual’s choice 
and there is a high level of control. Direct/hard management: (i) zoning; (ii) limits 
restrictions’ and regulations; (iii) reservations; (iv) licensing; (v) law enforcement; (vi) 
infrastructure policy and provision; (vii) imposing fines. Indirect/soft management: (i) 
educate users; (ii) advertise certain areas; (iii) do not advertise certain areas; (iv) charge 
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fees; (v) pricing incentives; and (vi) creation of alternative routes. (Adapted from Manning, 
1999; Page, 2003; Russo, 2002) 
Manning (1999) also points out that indirect/soft management styles are focused around 
behavioural change where the individual has freedom to choose and control is at a lower 
level. Authors (Lucas, 1982; Hall & McArthur, 1993) explain that indirect control is often 
seen as preferable as imposing restrictions and limitations runs against the ethos of 
freedom, escape and recreation. Indirect approaches are generally more in line with 
management objectives, allowing visitors to enjoy their experiences (MacLennan, 2000).  
Authors (Cessford, 1997; Cole & McCool, 1997) explain that indirect visitor management is 
usually preferred over more direct methods by both managers and visitors. 
MacLennan (2000) explains that a key technique of indirect visitor management is 
information provision. Lucas et al (1985) suggests that information provision is well suited 
to visitor management in conservation areas, as giving people information about 
conservation issues, the problems associated with recreational use, and ways in which 
visitors can reduce on site impacts are generally accepted as desirable management 
(MacLennan, 2000).  
Carter and Goodal (1997) write that the “…tourists must understand a destinations ‘sense of 
place’ if they are to respect its environment and culture.” (Carter & Goodall, 1997, p.88). 
Many authors (e.g. Krippendorf, 1984; Gunn, 1988; Eber, 1992; Prosser, 1992;  Forsyth, 
1996; France, 1997;  Luzar et al., 1998; Reisinger, 1997, Broadhurst, 2001) believe that 
education and dissemination of information are key to responsible tourist behaviour. 
For the purpose of this research the focus is on information that is received in situ, as 
information received prior to a trip may be assimilated and become part of the attitudes 
and beliefs of an individual. The onsite provision of information to visitors in recreational 
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settings is often referred to as interpretation, an approach adopted in informal learning 
experiences. 
 
3.2.1 Informal learning experiences 
Environmental education aims to facilitate the adoption of sustainable behaviours. Fien et 
al. (2004) argue that lifelong learning is essential to a sustainable future. Falk (2001) 
explains that only a small percentage of the public understanding of the world in general 
and more specifically conservation and sustainability come from informal learning. The 
term informal education refers to a variety of settings outside the classroom in which 
learning occurs.  Falk et al. (2002) point out that only three percent of an average citizen’s 
life is spent in formal education. This figure suggests that people need access to free choice 
learning experiences in order to update their knowledge and understanding of 
environmental issues. 
Although environmental education and interpretation seek to achieve similar goals there 
are significant differences (Ballantyne, 1998). Environmental education is considered to be 
more formal than that provided within a classroom setting. Informal education generally 
aims to deliver messages quickly and concisely. Interpretation falls into this category as it 
aims to create relationships between people and place, and create meaningful experiences 
for the visitor (Tilden, 1987; Ballantyne, 1998; Armstrong & Weiler, 2002; Luck, 2003;). 
Interpretation is normally designed to cater for visitors of differing backgrounds, age 
ranges, and for people who have different motivations for visiting a site (Markwell, 1996). 
In contrast environmental education is usually aimed towards educational groups such as 
school groups with similar demographics and motivations.  
There is a large worldwide network of informal learning experiences available to the 
general public which have the potential to reach a very large cross section. Tribe (2001) 
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found that wildlife based, free choice learning in Australia attracts around five million 
visitors annually. A major focus of the modern environmental and nature tourist attractions 
is to aid the development of pro-conservation attitudes, knowledge and behaviour amongst 
their visitors whilst achieving on site conservation goals (Woods & Moscardo, 2003). 
 
3.3 Responsible behaviour  
This section looks at the theories behind appropriate behaviour. Here the concepts of 
environmental citizenship and responsible tourism are discussed.  
 
3.3.1 Environmental citizenship 
Citizenship rests on the assertion that all members of society should contribute to the 
achievement of collective social, political, and environmental goals – the ‘common good’ 
(Fletcher & Potts, 2007). Through this explanation of citizenship it may be implied that 
citizens are expected to hold certain values, understandings and attitudes that influence 
their behaviour. According to Dobson (2003) the concept of citizenship has increasingly 
been adopted as a means to encourage particular behaviours. Dobson (2003) also suggests 
that environmental citizenship is required in today’s society. Environment Canada (2007) 
provides a rationale for environmental citizenship, explaining that each person has an 
effect on the environment and that the key is to make that impact a good one. They explain 
that everyone on earth has a responsibility for their own actions and that we can all 
become good citizens. Environmental citizenship as defined by Environment Canada (2007, 
p.1) is “a personal commitment to learning more about the environment and to take more 
responsible environmental actions. Environmental citizenship encourages individuals, 
communities, and organisations to think about the environmental rights and responsibilities 
we all have as residents of planet Earth”. From this definition we may note that 
environmental citizenship is geographical as it relates to human geography with their 
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relationships with their locality and the Earth. This therefore relates to the tourism industry 
as tourists, however short their stay, are citizens of their locality, making it their 
responsibility to be ‘good citizens’.  Fletcher and Potts (2007) explain that where a coherent 
set of environmental issues or impacts occur, and individual responses or actions can be 
defined, it can be argued that citizenship can be developed.  
Fletcher and Potts (2007) believe that coastal areas fall into the category of ‘Ocean 
Citizenship’. This is based on three assumptions: (i) the health of the ocean’s is a ‘common 
good’; (ii) individual behaviour has an impact on the health of the oceans and that through 
behavioural change individuals can collectively improve ocean health; and (iii) individuals 
can associate in personal geographic terms to the oceans (Fletcher & Potts, 2007) 
Uzzel (2000) suggests that individuals should have an understanding of the environmental 
impact that their behaviour has and an understanding of how to modify their actions to 
remove or ameliorate their impact on the environment. Citizenship has become a used  
mechanism to engage citizens as actors in global environmental issues relies on the 
connection between individuals and their local environment through elevating a sense of 
ownership and responsibility which can be acted upon locally. 
Fletcher and Potts (2007) state that in order to encourage the development of citizenship 
or any other form of changed behaviour a stimulus is required to initiate a cognitive process 
that leads to modified behaviour. One technique to develop environmental citizenship 
could be through environmental education.  
 
3.3.2 Responsible tourists 
Sharpley (1994) describes responsible tourists as people who: (i) seek quality rather than 
value; (ii) are more adventurous; (iii) are more sensitive to the environment; and (iv) search 
for greater authenticity than the traditional tourist. 
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Swarbrooke (1999) suggests the responsibilities of the tourist in relation to sustainable 
tourism. Swarbrooke (1999) points out that it is the responsibility of the tourist to protect 
the natural wildlife by not buying souvenirs that have been illegally removed; to contribute 
as much as possible to the local economy; and to abide by local religious and cultural 
beliefs. From these responsibilities and the characteristics described by Sharpley (1994) it 
can be inferred that the responsible tourist is one who enhances and protects the social 
and physical environments that they visit whilst minimising the negative impacts on the 
environment, and who makes a positive economic contribution.  
Research has shown that tourists on the whole are well intentioned towards the 
environment but these attitudes do not always translate into actual behaviour. For example 
France (1997) suggests that a tourist may behave differently while on holiday as a tourist is 
on holiday from his or her normal life. Swarbrooke (1999) says that perhaps tourists who 
take sustainability seriously whilst at home feel that their holiday is a chance to act 
hedonistically without the need to act responsibly. Obviously people do not forget how to 
behave sustainably. Perhaps this difference in behaviour is due to the lack of a ‘sense of 
ownership’ for the destination. Therefore, it could be argued that a technique to develop 
responsible tourists is through an environmental interpretation programme.   
 
3.4 Interpretation 
This section examines the role of interpretation in the management of visitor impacts. This 
section explores the definition of interpretation in an environmental context, consider the 
benefits that interpretation may have for the site and the visitor, and explore the ways in 
which site managers may implement an interpretive programme. Finally this section studies 
the advice given for successful implementation.    
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Most environmental damage felt at tourism destinations is not related to volumes of 
tourists but to inadequate policies and practices to cope with growth (Gunn, 1994). If one 
sees tourists as playing a central role in sustainable tourism development, it is proposed 
that effective interpretation can make a substantial contribution to the sustainability of 
tourism in general (Moscardo, 1996; Moscardo, 1998). Orams (1996b; 1997) argues that 
interpretation is an effective and desirable management strategy that can aid natural areas 
in achieving sustainable tourism development. Even in the 1970s, environmental education 
was seen as ‘no longer a frill or luxury’ but an essential management function for every park 
[and] recreation area (Herbst, 1997, p. 2). Education is generally being viewed as a panacea 
for addressing recreational impacts (Vaske et al., 2000). Pigram (1990) argues that 
education is seen as being able to achieve a high order of compatibility between tourism 
and the environment. Orams (1996b) suggests that an effective interpretation programme 
is a means by which nature-based tourism can truly become non-degrading, non-damaging 
and ultimately sustainable. 
 
3.4.1 Definition of interpretation 
There is no single definition of interpretation that has been adopted. The most widely 
accepted definition is that of Tilden (1957, p. 8) who stated that “Interpretation is an 
educational activity which aims to reveal meaning and relationships through the use of 
original objects, by firsthand experience, and by illustrative media, rather than simply to 
communicate factual information”. 
As Tilden’s 1957 definition suggests, interpretation is seen as an approach to 
communication, which stresses the transfer of ideas and relationships rather than just facts 
and figures. This separates interpretation from conventional education (Ham, 1992). Since 
Tilden first published his definition in 1957, many people and organisations have given their 
definition of interpretation. The themes of these definitions indicate that interpretation is a 
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means of communicating with visitors their relationship with the environment, not just 
imparting scientific facts. For most commercial operators, interpretation is communication 
with visitors in entertaining and creative ways that add value to the product and thus 
improve their bottom line and sustainability as a business (Ham & Weiler, 2006).  
 
3.4.2 Environmental interpretation 
According to Aldridge (1973) environmental interpretation has existed for a long time but 
the actual term “Interpretation” is relatively recent. In 1919 the United States National Park 
Service started to develop guided activities for visitors. At the same time in South Africa 
maps and guides for visitors to National Parks were being produced. More recent 
development of the interpretive philosophy and techniques have not just been related to 
natural areas but has moved to include all aspects which make up the heritage of a 
geographical area and which are worth conserving for future generations (MRBS, 2005). 
Armstrong & Weiler (2002, p. 105) define environmental interpretation as: “an educational 
activity that seeks to develop intellectual and emotional connections between the visitor 
and the natural and cultural environment, and an important aspect of this is the 
communication of environmental themes or messages”.  
Environmental interpretation as defined by Ham (1992, p. 3) “…involves translating the 
technical language of a natural science or related field into terms and ideas that people who 
aren’t scientists can readily understand. And it involves doing it in a way that’s entertaining 
and interesting to these people”. Hams definition of environmental interpretation focuses 
predominately on tourism sites and implies that environmental interpretation should aim 
to relate natural sciences to a variety of people with differing backgrounds enabling all to 
be able to understand and enjoy their experience. This definition places emphasis on 
translating information so that it is easily understood by all where previous definitions have 
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focused on forming relationships between people and place. For the purpose of this thesis 
the term interpretation will be used to describe environmental interpretation. 
Interpretation is often a vital means of communication between natural area managers and 
visitors, and is increasingly believed to play a role in influencing visitor beliefs, attitudes, 
knowledge and behaviours (Moscardo, 1998; Kuo, 2002; Kohl, 2004; Hughes & Morrison-
Saunders, 2005) Interpretation is also seen as a method utilised for: (i) the entertainment of 
visitors; (ii) encouraging increased visitation to the site; (iii) repeat visitation; (iv) longer 
stays; and (v) inflated levels of visitor satisfaction (Bramwell & Lane, 1993; Moscardo & 
Woods, 1998).  
Ham (2001) proposed that when interpretation is conducted in protected areas, it is 
expected that the interpretation will: (i) encourage appropriate use; (ii) promote 
responsible management; and (iii) foster long term conservation goals or a conservation 
ethic.  
 
3.4.3 Making the case for interpretation-based management 
Forestell (1990) sees interpretation as a ‘win-win’ situation for both environmental 
managers and tourists. Authors (Beckmann, 1988; Alcock, 1991) explain that interpretation 
programmes that focus on the natural environment not only help protect the environment 
but also increase visitor enjoyment. “Environmental Interpretation is no-longer a frill or a 
luxury. It is an essential management function for every park, recreational area, and refuge 
to undertake” (Herbst, 1979, p. 2).  Bramwell & Lane (1993) explain that visitor pressure on 
an area can be reduced through effective interpretation. For example, through the use of 
signage, managers may encourage visitors to use alternative routes, making use of other 
areas of the site thus reducing problems caused by visitor pressure. Bramwell & Lane (1993) 
57 
 
also indentified that interpretation provision increases visitor numbers which benefits the 
local economy as visitor spend at local businesses increases.  
Despite this growth in support for interpretation as a technique for use in managing 
tourists, there is a need to conduct studies of the use of various types of educational 
programmes, in order to analyse successful and unsuccessful efforts and to subsequently 
establish guidelines which may act as best practice advice for the design, implementation 
and management of interpretive programmes (Orams, 1996a). 
 
3.4.4 Potential benefits of interpretation 
Among authors there is no consensus on the potential criteria of interpretation (Ham & 
Weiler, 2006). However, a number of authors have argued that interpretation should do 
one or more of the following: (i) enhance visitor experiences; (ii) protect resources at sites; 
(iii) protect visitors; (iv) increase public support for an agency and its management policies; 
(v) add to or broaden visitors’ perspectives about a place or idea; and (vi) enhance their 
knowledge and foster positive attitudes and behaviours with respect to the natural and 
cultural environment (Authorities include: Lewis, 1980;  Sharpe, 1982; Ham, 1992; Regnier 
et al., 1994; Ham & Krumpe, 1995; Knudson et al., 1995; Beck & Cable, 1998; Ham et al., 
2005;  Moscardo et al., 2006; Ward & Wilkinson, 2006; Kim et al., 2010).  
Beckmann (1991) identified four benefits of interpretation: (i) promotional; (ii) recreational; 
(iii) educational; and (iv) management/conservation benefits. Wearing and Neil (1999) 
added economy as a fifth benefit. Wearing and Neil noted that “interpretation is not just 
the communication of information, regardless of how jazzed up and enjoyable it becomes. 
Interpretation seeks to reveal meaning and stimulate a cognitive and emotional response. 
This response should impel people into reconsidering their value base and behaviour. The 
way in which interpretation is delivered can be as varied as the individual imagination, and 
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generally speaking, the more imaginative the approach, the more successful the 
interpretation” (Wearing & neil, 1999, p. 70) 
Armstrong & Weiler (2002) suggest that there is increased acceptance that interpretation is 
essential to delivering a learning and educational experience. 
 
3.4.5 Interpretation delivery techniques 
Wearing et al. (2007) divides interpretation delivery techniques into two categories: (i) 
guided/ personal (e.g. guided walks); or (ii) non-guided/non-personal (e.g. Brochures). 
Guided interpretive programmes are developed to utilise direct contact between the public 
and an interpreter or guide. Non-guided interpretive programmes are developed so that 
visitors are not in contact with a member of staff but rather through different objects and 
resources. Table 3.1 shows a summary of interpretive techniques. 
3.4.5.1 Personal 
Personal interpretation involves interaction between the visitor and a member of staff, site 
representative, or volunteer (Munro et al., 2008). Ham (1992) highlights two key personal 
interpretive techniques: (i) guided experiences; and (ii) talks. Gange (1985) recommends 
supplementing oral communication with visual aids as this makes concepts more concrete 
in the visitors mind. Guided experiences are generally accepted as the most effective forms 
of interpretation provided that it is well planned and implemented (Ham, 1992; Beaumont, 
2001; Armstrong & Weiler, 2002; Brody et al., 2002; Luck, 2003; Tubb, 2003; Hughes & 
Morrison-Saunders, 2005;) 
3.4.5.2 Non-personal 
Non-personal interpretation offers no interaction between the visitor and members of staff 
at the site. Non-personal interpretation instead uses a variety of forms and media which 
are often cheaper than personal techniques. Each form has its own strengths and 
weaknesses. A selection of forms/media is discussed below.  
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Brochures and guide books are often used to provide information for visitors to tourist sites 
and often relate more to visitor education, than to visitor behaviour modification (Brody et 
al., 2002). Moscardo (1999) found that brochures are usually used to compliment more 
prominent forms of interpretation. A major strength of brochures and guide books is that 
visitors may hold on to them using them as future information sources, references, and 
memory aids. They are a lasting form of interpretation. 
Authors (Cole et al., 1997; McCool & Cole, 2000) argue that information boards and signage 
are possibly the most commonly used interpretive features which are often hard wearing 
and relatively cheap. Information can be presented in text or image form. Boards and signs 
can help control visitors behaviour by outlining potential visitor impacts by promoting 
minimal impact behaviour (Cole et al. 1997, McCool & Cole, 2000). 
Media of an audio-visual and audio nature have been found to be very effective at 
increasing knowledge gain (Stewart et al., 1998; Novey & Hall, 2007). Gange (1985) found 
that visual images can increase the likelihood that visitors will remember the experience. 
Guthrie’s theory of learning suggests that a multisensory approach to learning is most 
effective. This means that audio and audio-visual methods of interpretation help visitors 
learn and remember information. In addition to this, people are comfortable with audio 
and audio-visual methods as visitors often listen to the radio and watch television in their 
free time. This type of media is a common means of imparting entertainment and 
information. 
Authors (Moscardo, 1996; Orams, 1996b; Tubb, 2003) explain that visitor centres offer the 
opportunity to present a multisensory programme. Audio-visual, audio, textual, and 
pictorial approaches can be installed as part of visitor centre interpretive programme. Tubb 
(2003) noted that visitor centres are often a high cost option as they require staff and 
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modern interactive or audio/audio-visual equipment. A summary of interpretive techniques 
is given in table 3.1.  
Interpretation 
Technique 
Guided / non-
guided  
Academic Reference Common Approaches in 
Protected areas 
Visitor Centre Non-guided Burke (2002), Evans (1999), 
Fallan et al., (2003), 
Heffernan (1998), Howard 
(1999/2000), Hughes et al. 
(2005), Moscardo et al., 
(1997), Orams (1997), Prince 
, Pearce (2004), Staiff et al., 
(2002, Stewart et al., 
(1998b), Tubb (2003).  
Visitor centres typically 
act as the starting point 
for people who wish to 
explore the park or 
partake in organised 
ecotourism activities. 
Visitor centres are a place 
where visitors can 
receive information 
about the park and the 
activities they can take 
part in. 
Signage Non-guided Ballantyne et al. (2003), 
Beaumont (2001), Cole et al. 
(1997), Hughes et al. (2005), 
Mallick et al. (2003), Smith-
Jackson et al. (2002), Winter 
et al. (2000). 
Signs form one of the 
least expensive forms of 
management advertising 
in National Parks. Signage 
in National Parks is often 
limited to the provision 
of travel info or visitor 
safety.  
Brochures Non-guided Bass et al. (1989), Beaumont 
(2001), Lawton et al. (1997), 
Moscardo et al. (1997), 
Moscardo (1999) Parkin et al. 
(2001), Roggenbuck et al. 
(1989), Winter et al. (2000). 
Visitor brochures are 
produced by most park 
management agencies. 
Brochures may focus on 
the education of tourists, 
on their impact on the 
environment, and outline 
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how tourists may 
enhance their experience 
in National Parks. 
Media (TV, 
Video, Radio, 
Books) 
Non-guided Moscardo et al. (1997), 
Smith-Jackson et al. (2002), 
Stewart et al. (1998). 
Seen as an adjunct to the 
education of tourists in 
National Parks. 
Guided Walks / 
Talks  
Guided Armstrong et al. (2003), 
Beaumont (2001), Black et al. 
(2003), Chen et al. (1999), 
Hendricks et al. (2001), 
Howard (1999/2000), Hughes 
(1991), Luck (2003), Madin et 
al. (2004), Moscardo et a.. 
(1997), Orams (1997), 
Ruggenbuck et al. (1982), 
Ryan et al. (1995), Stoep et 
al. (1987). 
Guided tours of National 
Parks and Protected 
Areas are typically 
offered by the local park 
authority with the aim of 
educating visitors about 
native flora and fauna. 
Some nature tourism 
tours have a specific 
educational focus 
whereas others are 
sightseeing based. 
Table 3.1: Summary of interpretive techniques (Source: adapted from Wearing et al 2007, p.4-5) 
 
 
3.4.6 Principles of effective programme development process 
McArthur (1998, p. 66) stressed the need for operators to plan for interpretation as: 
“planning binds the three essential ingredients of ecotourism-based interpretation together 
– the audience, the message and the technique.” These three elements are the three 
indispensable planning stages required for successful interpretation comprising of the 
definition of a target audience, determining the content and structure, and the selection of 
a technique.  
Several publications have developed planning frameworks for interpretation. Some authors 
(Sharpe, 1982; Ham, 1992; Knudson et al., 1995) developed approaches in developing 
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interpretive programmes. These authors suggest that the following general approach can 
be used in interpretation management situations: (i) interpretation idea; (ii) establish 
objectives of the programme. (e.g. prompting environmentally responsible behaviour); (iii) 
select specific themes or messages that the programme seeks to impart to the audience; 
(iv) select specific techniques appropriate to the situation; (v) design interpretation; (vi) 
design a feedback testing mechanism to assess the programme effectiveness; (vii) use the 
information collected in step 6 to improve the interpretive programme. Figure 3.1 shows a 
flow chart of how this interpretation development programme should be organised. 
 
 
   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1: Organisation of an interpretation development programme (Source: Original) 
There are many elements common to an effective interpretation programme. Some of the 
most important techniques are conducted before the audience has even been met – 
planning and after they have gone home – evaluation.  
Interpretation Idea 
Objectives of the Programme 
Select Themes and Messages 
Select Interpretive Technique 
Understand Your Audience 
Design 
Interpretation
 Objectives of the Programme  
Effectiveness Assessment 
Feedback 
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3.4.7 Establishing specific objectives of the programme 
Think about what it is that you want the interpretive programme to communicate to its 
audience. This creates the topic that is to be interpreted allowing the identification of the 
main components. This aspect of planning allows the interpreter to concentrate on the 
elements that will contribute to the message contained in the interpretation. 
 
3.4.7.1 Select themes and message 
Having established a topic and programme objective it is important to develop a theme. 
The theme of the presentation is the specific message about the subject that is being 
communicated to the audience. A theme is the central idea of any presentation. On the 
completion of a good presentation the audience should be able to summarise it in one 
sentence, this sentence is the theme. Ham (1992) states that the theme provides an 
organised structure and clarity of understanding. Ham, (1992) discusses themes versus 
topics in more detail and the reader is referred to chapter two of Ham, (1992) for advice on 
how to develop a theme.  
Ham, (1992) identifies that themes should: (i) be stated as short, simple, complete 
sentences; (ii) contain only one idea; (iii) reveal the overall purpose of the presentation; (iv) 
be specific; and (v) be interestingly worded. Ham, (1992) also states that people remember 
themes – they forget facts. The reader is directed to Ham, (1992) for further information on 
how to apply this important idea within an interpretive programme. Ham (1992) suggests 
that an interpreter should limit the number of main ideas to five or fewer. 
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3.4.7.2 Select interpretive technique 
Table 3.2 provides techniques for revealing the theme and organisation of main ideas in 
interpretive teaching discussed within this paper. 
Type of Interpretive Presentation Example Applications 
Guided Tours Tell the audience in the introduction what the theme 
is, what the main points are, and a little about what 
will / might be seen on the way. 
Exhibits Indicate in the title or sub-title what the theme is. Use 
headings within the text to show the main points. 
Signs Indicate in the title or sub-title what the theme is. Use 
headings within the text to show the main ideas. 
Table 3.2: Presenting the theme of interpretation (Source adapted from Ham, 1992) 
 
3.4.7.3 Understanding your audience 
It is likely that an interpretive setting will encounter a diverse audience. Audiences can 
range in age, education, cultural background, and socio-economic status. On average, it is 
best to aim interpretation to 8th to 10th grade reading levels (Youngentob et al., n.d). This 
range insures that the interpretation does not exceed the reading comprehension level of 
the audience or patronise members of the audience. Computer programmes are available 
that provide an index of grade-level based on wording. Interpretation can reach a wide 
range of people. As much as possible, interpretation should be tailored to the audience. 
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3.5 Why evaluate interpretation? 
Having examined the role of interpretations in visitor impact management we now consider 
why it is important to evaluate its level of success. Here we set out the stated goals of 
interpretation which have been used as key goals in the assessment of interpretation 
programmes. 
Uzzel (1998) explains that evaluation of interpretation is recommended but is rarely 
conducted. Evaluation is necessary to determine whether interpretation is achieving its 
goals. It is essential for managers to know if their chosen management tool is effective in 
reducing environmental impacts. This then prevents managers from spending scarce 
resources on tools, which do not work (Brown et al., 1987; Gunderson et al., 2000). 
Evaluation of interpretation can determine its effectiveness in achieving any of its 
objectives. The most commonly evaluated outcomes have been knowledge and attitude as 
they are generally easier to measure (Roggenbuck & Berrier, 1982). 
Results of previous studies on the effectiveness of interpretation have been mixed. These 
mixed results demonstrate that uncertainty over the effectiveness of interpretation 
remains. Research is vital as interpretation is extensively thought to be effective despite 
some research indicating uncertainty. Bramwell & Lane (1993); Cole (1990); and Cole et al. 
(1997) found that it is often assumed that interpretative programmes work and that they 
are seldom evaluated. Buckley (1998) recommends that managers and operators must test 
the management tools that they utilise to ensure a reduction in environmental impacts 
before irreversible impacts occur. Brown et al. (1987) stated that managers need to be 
aware of the most effective technique for a particular problem so scarce funds can be 
allocated efficiently. Many reasons for evaluation exist and they vary for each situation, but 
they include: (i) assessing performance of individuals; (ii) providing accountability; (iii) 
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assessing economic efficiency; (iv) determining reasons why a communication programme 
is or is not effective; and (v) measuring impacts or outcomes. 
 
3.5.1 Measuring effective interpretation 
McArthur (1998) suggests three important planning stages necessary for successful 
interpretation. These are: defining the target audience; determining content and its 
structure; and selecting a technique (McArthur, 1998). Successful techniques include 
organised talks and discussions, guided tours and walks, theatrical performances, visitor 
centre displays, as well as building location, design, construction, and operation (Dowling & 
Page, 2002).  
 
3.5.2 Goals of interpretation 
The goals of interpretation have been identified as visitor satisfaction, knowledge gain, 
attitude change, and behavioural change (Bramwell & Lane, 1993; Moscardo, 1998; Woods 
& Moscardo, 1998; Kuo, 2002; Kohl, 2004; Hughes & Morrison-Saunders, 2005) . This 
section discusses the goals of interpretation.  
 
3.5.2.1 Visitor satisfaction 
Pearce et al., (1998) found that interpretation at the Skyrail Rainforest Cableway near 
Cairns was positively linked to enhanced visitor satisfaction. Ham et al. (2000) found five 
interpretive services within the Panama Canal protected area that contributed too overall 
tourist satisfaction. Making recreational experiences more enjoyable is almost always a goal 
of interpretation (Knudson et al., 1995). Visitors engage in tourist experiences for 
enjoyment. Assessing how well they are entertained is essential. Interpretation must also 
be enjoyable in order to hold visitor attention (Sharpe, 1982; Ham, 1992).  Although 
entertainment is not the only major goal of interpretation, particularly for managers of 
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protected areas, it is one indicator of successful interpretation. The US National Parks 
Service states that the goal of all interpretive services is to increase each visitor enjoyment 
and understanding of the parks, and to allow visitors to care about the parks on their own 
terms. 
 
3.5.2.2 Knowledge gain 
Interpretation can reveal a world many may have never seen before (Ham, 1992; Regnier et 
al., 1994; Larsen, 2003; Pastorelli, 2003; Ward & Wilkinson, 2006). Lee et al. (1995) suggest 
that in psychological terms the aim of interpretation is to achieve learning. Interpretation 
can help visitors to better understand the idea of coexisting with the environment and can 
increase their awareness of their place in the total environment (Sharpe, 1982; Tisdell & 
Wilson, 2001). Phillips (1989) believes that the prime measure of interpretive effectiveness 
is whether information has been conveyed to the visitor. Orams (1997) suggests that 
through increasing visitors’ knowledge or understanding, interpretation could potentially 
prompt more environmentally responsible behaviour. 
 
3.5.2.3 Attitude change 
If interpretation succeeds in increasing visitors’ understanding of the places they visit, it is 
hoped that it will consequently lead to the respect for an area (Bramwell & Lane, 1993). By 
inspiring and provoking, interpretation aims to broaden awareness and concern about their 
natural and cultural environment beyond the area they are visiting. It can assist people to 
build relationships with or understand interrelationships between what they are observing 
or experiencing at the site and their lives (Lewis, 1980; Larsen, 2003).  Iozzi (1989) argues 
that interpretation must include activities that are specifically designed to change the 
attitudes of the visitor. 
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3.5.2.4 Behaviour modification 
If interpretation is to be an effective technique in managing tourist–nature interaction and 
achieving sustainable tourism development, it should do more than simply increase 
knowledge and understanding – it should prompt behaviour change (Mosacardo, 1996; 
Orams, 1996b). At a basic level, interpretation, through the encouragement of people’s 
own personal development and self realisation, should seek to manage people’s behaviour 
so that the way they behave is respectful of the potential impact their actions may have on 
the environment (Krippendorf, 1987; Orams, 1996b). If made aware of environmental 
problems associated with tourism and their role in generating and alleviating such 
problems (Hunter & Green, 1995), it is proposed that visitors will be encouraged to act in 
more appropriate ways (O’Riordan et al., 1989; Ballantyne, 1998; Moscardo & Woods, 
1998; Stewart et al., 1998, Kim et al., 2010). Carter’s (1979) research suggests that 
interpretation may not necessarily lead to a conservation ethic and flow on behaviour, nor 
even retention of a positive attitude, however Higham et al. (2002) highlights that, 
interpretation programmes may foster behavioural change relating to domestic lifestyle 
that may contribute to the long-term benefit of the environment 
 
3.6 Key theories within the interpretation field 
Having established visitor satisfaction, knowledge gain, attitude change and modification of 
behavioural intent as the key goals of interpretation we are now able to examine the key 
theories within the interpretation field. 
Research in environmental interpretation has focused on ways in which environmentally 
sustainable attitudes and behaviour can be developed through experience in informal 
education settings. Ballentyne & Uzzel (1999) explain that interpretation is informed by a 
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broad, multi-disciplinary theoretical base which has seen input from research in education, 
psychology, sociology, cultural studies and tourism. 
Beckmann (1991) believes that interpretation can be considered a form of learning that 
embraces the educational concept of communicating natural, cultural, historical and 
physical facts around philosophy, sociology and educational theories in supporting the 
increase of appropriate attitudes and behaviour.  
Key theories used within the interpretation field have been summarised by Littlefair (2003). 
Wearing et al. (2007) feel that in the future the theory of planned behaviour, the 
elaboration likelihood model, and the model of responsible environmental behaviour 
should form the foundation of understanding how interpretation may influence behaviour. 
Scientists seek to understand the mechanism by which visitor education alters an 
individual’s behaviour. Several concepts or models have been developed and tested in 
research studies. These theories are discussed here. 
 
3.6.1 Satisfaction theory 
Satisfaction is a function of both expectations related to certain attributes, and judgements 
of performance regarding these attributes (Clemons & Wooddruff, 1992). Expectancy-
disconfirmation theory currently dominates the study of satisfaction (Huh, 2002). 
Expectancy-disconfirmation theory as described by Oliver (1980) consists of two sub 
processes having independent effects on visitor satisfaction: the formation of expectations 
and the disconfirmation of these expectations through performance comparisons. 
Expectancy-disconfirmation theory says that consumers first form expectations of products 
or services, then compare their perceived performance to prior expectations (Churchill et 
al., 1983; Oliver & Bearden, 1985; Patterson, 1993). 
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3.6.2 The theory of reasoned action 
The theory of reasoned action is described in detail by Ajzen and Fishbien (1980). The 
theory of reasoned action was developed as a framework with which to study the factors 
that influence behavioural choices. The theory proposes that the determining factor of 
someone’s behaviour is influenced by their intentions to perform, or not, the said 
behaviour. The theory of reasoned action suggests that intentions are influenced by two 
factors: (i) personal attitudes – the individual’s beliefs that a certain action will produce a 
positive or negative result; and (ii) subjective norms – the individual’s perception of the 
pressure to behave in a specific way. This pressure is exerted by referents such as parents 
friends or experts. 
 
3.6.3 The theory of planned behaviour 
The two previous factors that influence intentions outlined in the theory of reasoned action 
were added to by Ajzen (1988), who found that a third factor influenced intentions. This 
factor is perceived behavioural control – the individuals’ perception of the difficulty 
involved in performing the behaviour. This reflects on the individuals past experiences and 
anticipated obstacles. 
This additional factor was added in order to account for the external interferences that 
could affect the original factors. All three factors are presented by Ajzen (1988) in the 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (See Figure 3.2).  
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Figure 3.2: Theory of planned behaviour (Source: adapted from Ajzen, 1998) 
 
To illustrate this model using the everyday example of taking rubbish home after a day at 
the beach, the strongest determining factor would be the individual’s intention to take 
their rubbish home.  This would be influenced by their: own attitudes (i.e. whether they 
feel that it would be a positive or negative thing to do); the perceived pressure exerted on 
them by referents; and the perceived behavioural control (whether they feel it would be 
difficult to take their rubbish home). 
 
3.6.4 Reasoned action and planned behaviour 
These theories propose that behaviour is dependent on an individual’s intentions to behave 
in a certain way. The theories suggest that intentions are derived from behavioural beliefs, 
normative beliefs, and control beliefs (Fishbien & Manfredo, 1992). This means that 
educators or interpreters must change one or more of these precursors of behavioural 
intention in order to change problem behaviour. For example education to reduce littering 
would be enhanced when messages describe personal advantages, the negative resource 
and aesthetic impacts of litter, and suggestions of how best to manage personal waste.  
Attitude towards 
the Behaviour 
Subjective Norm 
Perceived 
Behavioural 
Control 
Intention Behaviour 
72 
 
These theories have been used in the wider field of tourism; however, the theories of 
reasoned action and planned behaviour have found their greatest use to be as the 
underpinning concept in understanding the effectiveness of interpretive programmes and 
message (Ham, 1992). 
 
3.6.5 Kohlberg’s stages of moral development 
The field of morality or moral reasoning has been dominated by the work of Lawrence 
Khohlberg. Theories of moral development have been formulated by Kohlberg (1976) and 
furthered by Gillingan (1982). This theory has important implications for the education of 
visitors to protected areas. Kohlberg (1976) suggests that people advance through several 
stages of moral development. Stages of moral development as described by Kohlberg 
(1976) range from pre-conventional (characterised by a fear of punishment), conventional 
(characterised by attention to referents), and post-conventional (characterised by a 
consideration for justice). 
Interpretive managers communicate different messages to target visitors at different levels 
of moral development (Christenson & Dustin, 1989). Manning (1999) explains that visitors 
at pre-conventional moral levels would be likely to respond best to the threat of law 
enforcement or positive incentives while visitors at the post-conventional stage of moral 
development would most likely respond to what’s best for society or messages that appeal 
to a sense of justice. Kohlberg’s (1976) stages of moral development have been applied to 
help understanding of interpretation found in National Parks in the United States of 
America in a study by Christenson and Dustin (1989). 
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3.6.6 Decision making 
Ewing (1983) explains that decision-making theory is based on the idea that behaviours are 
the outcome of decisions between different courses of action. Furthermore, expected 
benefits from alternatives guide an individual’s choice of action or behaviour. 
 
3.6.7 Persuasion – The elaboration likelihood model 
Roggenbuck (1992) suggests that there are two routes to persuasion that are applicable to 
visitor education. These are described as the peripheral route to persuasion and the central 
route to persuasion. The Elaboration likelihood model developed by Petty et al. (1992) 
presents a theoretical foundation for these routes of persuasion (See Figure 3.3).  
Marion and Reid (2007) explain that protected area managers frequently base education on 
the central route of persuasion. This is reliant on visitor attention, consideration and 
internalisation. Marion and Reid (2007) consider this an effective method of 
communication as visitors draw on previous knowledge to process information and after 
careful consideration and internalisation the resulting attitude becomes part the individuals 
beliefs which results in long term behavioural change. Roggenbuck (1992) explains that the 
central route to persuasion is the most appropriate when educational goals focus on 
inspiring improved environmental ethic, or when aiming interpretation at unintentional, 
deviant, or depreciative behaviours. McGuire (1985) illustrates this approach through a 
theoretical basis for interpretation programmes that aim to change behaviour and reduce 
impacts. Figure 3.4 shows McGuire’s (1985) information-processing model of persuasion 
and behavioural change. 
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Figure 3.3: The elaboration likelihood model of attitude change (Source: adapted from Petty et al, 
1992) 
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Figure 3.4: Information processing model of persuasion and behavioural change (Source: adapted 
from McGuire, 1985) 
 
Marion and Reid (2007) explain that the peripheral route to persuasion relies on the source 
of the message instead of the message itself. Roggenbuck (1992) points out that this is 
usually characterised by either an authoritative figure (such as a park ranger) or a well 
known person (such as a famous actor). Attitude change through the peripheral route is 
usually fleeting as it is not based on relevant reasons for behaviour (Marrion & Reid, 2007). 
Roggenbuck and Manfredo (1990) indicate that the peripheral route may be more effective 
in visitor centres and where audiences have a short attention span.  
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3.6.8 Mindfulness and mindlessness 
Mindfulness and its opposite mindlessness are a theoretical approach to social cognition 
which has been developed by Langer (1989). Langer (1989) argues that people can be either 
mindful or mindless in any given situation. Langer (1989) and Moscardo (1999) explain that 
mindlessness is a state of mind characterised by separation of the individual from his or her 
surroundings, where information is not acknowledged or receives very little attention. 
Mindfulness on the other hand is characterised by the awareness by the individual of his or 
her environment. Mindfulness is principally influenced by interest and personality trait. 
Authors have also identified influences when applied to a setting, service or activity: (i) 
diverse, interactive and connecting; (ii) creates a sense of individual control; (iii) appears to 
be relevant to the individual interests; and (iv) appears unique (Frauman, 1999; Moscardo 
1999; Langer & Moldoveanu, 2000). 
Moscardo (1999) suggests that a visitor who is exposed to ‘mindfully’ presented messages 
in a tourism environment should benefit in an educational and satisfaction view point more 
than a visitor who is not. According to Moscardo (1996; 1997) mindfulness is associated 
with greater learning, satisfaction and thinking of ways to behave. It is the unexpected 
context of the interpretation which helps create a mindful visitor (Moscardo, 1996; 1997) 
(See Figure 3.5). 
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Figure 3.5: Principle of mindful interpretation (Source: adapted from Moscardo, 1996; 1997) 
 
 
3.6.8 Model of responsible environmental behaviour 
Cottrell & Graefe (1997) reviewed early studies on environmentally responsible behaviour. 
They note the assumption that knowledge was linked to attitudes and attitudes to 
behaviour in a linear model. These linear models of responsible environmental behaviour 
have been challenged in recent years as being too simplistic. Authors (Fishbien & Manfredo, 
1992; McDougall et al., 1994) argue that a linear model is not inclusive of the range of 
variables that may hold influence over an individual’s responsible environmental action. 
The following have been identified as variables associated with responsible environmental 
behaviour: (i) knowledge of issues; (ii) knowledge of amelioration strategies or behaviour; 
(iii) individuals perception of control; (iv) attitudes; (v) an expresses intention to behave in 
an environmentally responsible way; and (vi) a sense of responsibility (Hines, 1986; 1987). 
Hines (1986; 1987) meta-analysis proposed a model for responsible environmental 
behaviour (See Figure 3.6).  
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Situational factors such as the opportunity to choose alternative actions or social pressures 
may strengthen or counteract the variables in the model (Hines, 1986; 1987). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.6: Model of environmentally responsible behaviour (Source: adapted from Hines, 1986-
1987) 
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3.7 Evaluation of interpretive programmes 
Section 2.10 reviews existing publications that have evaluated interpretive programmes. In 
order to achieve this, a definition of evaluation is given and explained in an interpretation 
setting. 
McArthur (1994, cited in Munro et al., 2008, p.3) defines evaluation as a “…. systematic, 
objective assessment of the effectiveness, efficiency and appropriateness of a programme 
or part of a programme.”  
Evaluation of interpretive programmes is difficult for two main reasons. The first is that 
there can be many outcomes of interpretation which cannot be measured by standard 
methodologies, such as inspiration and enjoyment (Beckmann, 1991). The second reason is 
that interpretation takes place in recreational areas where multiple factors influence both 
visitors and interpretation. These influences can be difficult to control (McDonough, 1986). 
Munro et al., (2008) carried out a desk top study which reviewed a total of twenty-one 
papers that evaluated the outcomes of environmental interpretation programmes. Table 
3.3 shows the interpretation case studies reviewed and the measures of scientific validity 
that they were measured against.  
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Author Location Interpretive Media Success indicator Adequate Sample 
size? 
Pre/post test used? Was a control group 
used? 
Follow up after 
immediate 
experience? 
(Brody et al., 
2002 
USA Signs, brochure, 
walkways (non-verbal 
media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
√ √ - - 
(Cole et al., 
1997; Cole & 
McCool, 2000)  
USA Signs (non-verbal 
media) 
Knowledge √ - - - 
(Fallon & 
Kriwoken, 
2003) 
Tasmania, Australia Visitor centre (non-
verbal media) 
Visitor satisfaction √ - N/A N/A 
(Howard, 
1999/2000 
 Australia Visitor centre, guided 
tours (both non-verbal 
and 
verbal media) 
Knowledge √ √ - √ (Six months later) 
(Hughes & 
Morrison-
Saunders, 
2002 
Western Australia Site design, minimal 
signage (non-verbal 
media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
√ √ √ - 
(Lipman & 
Hodgson, 
1979) 
New Mexico, U.S.A Presentations, guided 
walks (verbal media) 
Attitude change - - √ - 
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(Mallick & 
Driessen, 
2003) 
Tasmania, Australia Signs (non-verbal 
media) 
Attitude change √ √, Observation √ - 
(Moscardo, 
1999) 
Australia Brochure (non-verbal 
media) 
Knowledge √ - √ - 
(Moscardo, 
1989; Pearce 
& Moscardo, 
1998) 
Australia Skyrail Rainforest 
Cableway, signs, visitor 
centre, 
rangers (both non-
verbal and verbal 
media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
√ √, Observation - - 
(Moscardo & 
Pearce, 1997) 
Australia Pictorial signs (non-
verbal media) 
Knowledge √ √ - - 
(Novey & Hall) New Mexico, USA Audio tours, signs 
(both non-verbal and 
verbal media) 
Knowledge √ √ √ - 
(O’Loughlin, 
1996) 
Tasmania, Australia Print and audio-visual 
media, track rangers 
(both 
non-verbal and verbal 
media) 
Attitude and behaviour 
Change 
- - √ - 
(O’neill et al., 
2004) 
Western Australia Visitor centre (non-
verbal media) 
Visitor satisfaction √ √, Observation N/A N/A 
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(Orams & Hill, 
1998) 
Australia Visitor centre, ranger 
presentations (both 
non-verbal 
and verbal media) 
Behaviour change √ √, Observation √ - 
(Orams, 1997) Australia Visitor centre, ranger 
presentations (both 
non-verbal 
and verbal media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
√ - √ √ (2-3 months later) 
(Papageorgiou, 
2001) 
Greece Signs, part-time 
rangers (both non-
verbal and 
verbal media) 
Knowledge √ - - - 
(Porter & 
Howard, 2002) 
Australia Signs, information 
stands, rangers (both 
non-verbal 
and verbal media) 
Knowledge √ - - - 
(Schanzel & 
McIntosh, 
2000) 
New Zealand Guided tour, brochures 
(both non-verbal and 
verbal media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
- - - - 
(Stewart et al., 
1998) 
New Zealand Visitor centre, print 
and audio-visual 
media, 
presentations (both 
Attitude change - - - - 
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non-verbal and verbal 
media) 
(Townsend, 
2003) 
British Virgin Islands Presentations (verbal 
media) 
Behaviour change - - - - 
(Tubb, 2003) UK Visitor centre (non-
verbal media) 
Knowledge, attitude 
change 
√ √, Observation - - 
√ = Measure was Satisfied  - = Measure was Not Satisfied Observation = Observation was used as a further evaluative technique  
Table 3.3: Interpretation evaluation studies (Source adapted from Munro et al., 2008) 
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The literature search was conducted on a international basis, however as we can see from 
the table 3.3 that most studies were from Australia, the United States, Europe, New 
Zealand, and the British Virgin Isles. The study found that two of the papers focused on 
behaviour change. Seven studies focused on increasing knowledge. Three studies looked at 
an interpretive programmes influence on attitudes. Six studies evaluated both attitude 
influence and knowledge. One study focused on both attitude and behaviour. Two studies 
focused specifically on satisfaction. None of these previous studies have evaluated the four 
success indicators. 
Munro et al., (2008) found that about half of the studies reviewed used post experience 
sampling to evaluate interpretive influences on visitors. For example Orams and Hill (1998) 
and Orams (1997) did not use pre experience testing. Munro et al. (2008) found that their 
study illustrated the spectrum of evaluation methods used in the field. Lather (2006) 
investigates the diversity of the interpretation profession or field works against the use of a 
single evaluative model. Munro et al. (2008) believe that any attempt to apply a single 
evaluative process in environmental interpretation would probably favour certain 
methodologies.  
There have been mixed results from studies that have evaluated the effectiveness of 
interpretation on influencing visitor’s enjoyment, knowledge gain, attitude change and 
behavioural intentions. Some studies have found that interpretation has increased visitor 
enjoyment, knowledge, modified attitudes and increased behavioural intentions, while 
other studies have found that interpretation has had no effect.  Munro et al. (2008) found 
that out of the 21 case studies reviewed, 9 evaluated non-guided interpretive media, 10 
studies evaluated interpretive programmes with a combination of guided and non-guided 
interpretive media, and 2 studies evaluated solely guided interpretation. Munro et al. 
(2008) found that of the 21 studies reviewed, 19 considered the interpretive programme 
85 
 
evaluated successful or at least partly successful. There have been a number of studies 
since the 1970s that have evaluated the influence of interpretation. The significant majority 
of these have focused on knowledge or attitude changes amongst visitors. Studies by Cella 
& Keay, (1979) cited in Brown et al. (1987); Chandool (1997); and Aiello et al., (1999); have 
shown that various interpretive media and messages had no effect on visitor behaviour. On 
the other hand separate studies by Oliver et al., (1985); Medio et al. (1997); Orams & Hill 
(1998); Widner & Roggenbuck (2007) have shown that the behaviour of visitors was 
changed by interpretation.  
Some authors (Russel & Hodson; Ryan et al., 2000; McGehee & Santos, 2005) highlighted 
the importance of evoking emotion as a means to encourage positive environmental 
behaviour amongst visitors. Munro et al. (2008) suggests that this may be more difficult to 
achieve through text based signs compared with guided interaction through a guide. Other 
authors (Orams, 1997; Mallick & Driessen, 2003; Townsend, 2003) linked programme 
success with providing visitors with an opportunity to act upon newly formed attitudes and 
intentions. There is evidence that guided (face to face) interpretation enhances the quality 
of the visitor experiences (Forestry Tasmania, 1994; Hughes, 1991; Moscardo, 1998). 
Moscardo, (1998) and Schanzel & McIntosh, (2000), linked the success of interpretive 
programmes with guided communication. Others (Moscardo, 1998, 1999; Porter & Howard, 
2002; Kuo, 2002;  Fallon & Kriwoken, 2003;) have linked the success with tailoring of 
interpretation to its intended audience. This means that identifying visitor demographics 
could be a vital step in producing a successful interpretive programme. 
Moscardo (1998) and Beaumont (2001) propose that research efforts to measure the 
effectiveness of interpretation can be put into two categories. The first is research that 
measure visitors perceived satisfaction, knowledge gain, attitude and behavioural 
intentions (e.g. asking visitors to reflect on what they think they learned as a result of their 
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experience). The second category includes research that aims to measure actual outcomes. 
Knowing how visitors feel when they come away from the experience is undoubtedly 
important to the quality of the experience and to visitors’ satisfaction with their 
experience. 
Munro et al. (2008) found that the emphasis of evaluative studies lies with quantifying 
knowledge gain and attitude as interpretive outcomes. The complexity of interrelationships 
between information assimilation, attitudes and behaviour change is very complex and 
difficult to evaluate on site (Munro et al., 2008). Hughes (2004) suggests that there is a 
multiplicity of evaluation techniques and a lack of consensus as to the most appropriate 
method. It is suggested by Munro et al. (2008) that standardisation of methodology would 
improve comparability of evaluations and success of interpretive programmes. 
 
3.8 Limitations of interpretation 
Having looked at how evaluation of interpretation is carried out it is important to explore 
the potential factors that hinder the success of interpretation at creating appropriate on 
site behaviours. The limitations of interpretation on terrestrial sites are discussed here.  
In most cases interpretation is offered a voluntary visitor experience. Van Winkle & Lagay 
(2012) argue that many interpretation planners believe that freedom and flexibility are 
important elements of free-choice learning. Van Winkle and Lagay (2012) found that 
visitors indicated that freedom to attend specific details allowed them to feel that they 
were learning during tourism revealing that flexibility and freedom to spend as much or as 
little time attending to an activity was crucial to their experience. However,   in a study of 
the Strahan visitor centre in Tasmania, Australia carried out by Fallon & Kriwoken (2002) it 
was found that only 20% of visitors paid and engaged in the interpretation offered by the 
visitor centre. The study observed a conversion rate of just 9% for visitors from the 
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information foyer to the display. This figure is surprising as the study found that 51% of 
respondents were visiting Tasmania for the first time and 90% of people were visiting the 
visitor centre for the first time. Fallon & Kriwoken (2002) found that respondents were 
more likely to avoid the display if they were less than 20 years old, visiting as a couple or 
were an overseas tourist. They cited reasons for not seeing the display as limited time 
(64%), not being interested (14%), being unaware that it was there (14%), or expense 
(11%). Overseas visitors are arguably the most damaging to an area due to a lack of 
knowledge, appreciation and therefore a higher likelihood of unintentional irresponsible 
environmental behaviour. The research carried out by Fallon & Kriwoken (2002) has 
revealed the large numbers of visitors who do not engage in the interpretive experience.  
Therefore It could be argued that interpretation as a voluntary concept has little value in 
creating more environmentally responsible visitors as it is those that already have a prior 
knowledge, understanding and appreciation for a site that often take part in the 
interpretive programme. Beaumont (1998) suggests that environmental education may be 
preaching to the converted. This is backed up by the research of Fallon & Kriwoken who 
found that 14% of those who did not view the interpretive media cited not being interested 
as their reason. 
Fallon & Kriwoken (2002) argue that visitor centres should take visitors beyond an 
understanding of the place towards a sense of ‘taking care’ as visitor centres have the 
potential to reveal an areas most intimate details and provide a foundation for the 
development of visitors as environmental stewards. This may not be possible if visitors do 
not engage in the interpretation provided. If the problem is getting visitors to take part in 
interpretive activities, how do resource managers get visitors through the door to view the 
interpretation. Marine wildlife viewing tours takes advantage of a captive audience. Captive 
audiences are discussed in the marine wildlife tour context in the section below. 
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3.9 Captive audience  
Having previously discussed the limitations of successful interpretation this section explores 
what has been deemed a success in other areas of the interpretation. Here the concept of 
captive audience interpretation is discussed by considering the approach taken on wildlife 
watching tours. 
A major difficulty in making education and interpretation effective in informal, natural area 
tourism settings like that of the coastal environment is that it is just another form of 
tourism. Tourists look for a whole range of outcomes including relaxation, fun and freedom. 
Education may rank very low or even not at all on the individuals list of priorities (Garrod & 
Wilson, 2003). However well designed and well implemented the interpretation or 
education programme is the resource manager may find it difficult to get the message of 
responsible environmental behaviour across to the visitor. Luck (2003) suggests that 
education as a management strategy is not used to the same extent as regulatory 
techniques. Orams (1999) argues that this is due to problems in implementing an effective 
educational programme due to, among other reasons, a non-captive audience.  Stronza and 
Durham (2008) explain that a non-captive audience is one that can get up and leave at any 
time they desire. Environmental education programmes may include formal education 
techniques such as activities that take place in formalised settings with captive audiences 
(Luck, 2003; Barney et al., 2005). Higginbottom (2004) suggest that education is most 
effective when a ‘captive audience’ of visitors occurs in a small area, or on guided tours. 
Carter & Carter (2007) highlight that marine wildlife tours that are boat based have a highly 
captive audience. Garrod and Wilson (2003) explain that the most crucial benefit of 
education and interpretation in the marine tourism context is that the audience/visitor is 
almost always captive. Garrod and Wilson (2003, p. 142) states that a “boat provides a 
genuinely captive audience: since they generally cannot escape, tourists are likely to attend 
to messages”. Being aboard a vessel keeps the visitor in one place allowing the interpreter 
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to address the whole audience. Luck (2003) draws our attention to previous research 
suggesting that where a captive audience exists the implementation of education or 
interpretation as an agent for conservation should be implemented. Luck & Jiang (2007) 
explain that it is generally easier to provide interpretation or education to a captive 
audience like that on a whale watching tour, than it is to a non-captive audience. It has also 
been noted by Carter & Carter (2007) that in addition to being a captive audience there is 
usually a travel period during which an education video may be played or an educational 
talk given. 
Luck (2003) explains that environmental education and interpretation are common 
elements of wildlife viewing tours and that whale and dolphin tours in which there are 
captive audiences are a prime example.  Hammitt (1984) describes those aboard a whale 
watching tour as a relatively captive audience.  
Students in a classroom are a captive audience as they are forced to stay and pay attention 
in order to pass examinations etc. Visitors to a park or reserve are non-captive audiences 
because they do not need to worry about grades. If these people stay and pay attention to 
information provision it is because they want to. Table 3.5 below shows the differences 
between captive and non-captive audiences. 
The most common captive audience is the student in a classroom. Visitors in forests, parks, 
zoos, museums and reserves are examples of non-captive audiences. Table 3.4 suggests 
that audiences that have the option of ignoring the information without punishment or loss 
of potential award is a non-captive audience (Ham, 1992).  
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Captive audiences Non-captive audiences 
Involuntary audience Voluntary audience 
Time commitment fixed Have no time commitment 
External rewards important External rewards not important 
Must pay attention Do not have to pay attention 
Will accept a formal, academic approach                Expect an informal and non-academic approach 
Will make a effort to pay attention Will switch attention if bored 
Examples of motivations 
 Grades 
 Diplomas 
 Certificates 
 Licenses 
 Jobs/Employment 
 Money 
 Advancement 
 Success 
 
Examples of motivation 
 Interest 
 Fun 
 Entertainment 
 Self-enrichment 
 Self-improvement 
 A better life 
 Passing time 
Typical Settings 
 Class rooms 
 Job training courses 
 Professional seminars 
 Courses required for a license 
Typical settings 
 Parks, museums, reserves, etc. 
 Extension programmes 
 At home watching television 
 Listening to the radio, reading a magazine 
Table 3.4: Differences between captive and non-captive audiences (Source: adapted from Ham, 
1992) 
 
Interpretation commonly involves a first time audience usually in a non-captive setting 
(Hammitt, 1984). The motivation for participation may vary between captive and non-
captive audiences (Higham & Luck, 2008). Motivations for participation in non-captive 
settings are commonly intrinsic, for example they want to have fun, are seeking 
entertainment or are just passing the time, or are seeking a better life (Ham, 1992). This is 
not always the case, as many tourists do in fact partake in an interpretive programme in 
search of greater knowledge and understanding. These visitors often already have an 
appreciation for his/her surroundings. If those motivations described by Higham & Luck 
(2008) are at the top of the visitors list of priorities, how can resource managers and 
interpreters ensure the attention of their audience? Orams (1994) states that the learning 
situation should be chosen / controlled in such a way that interpretive objectives can be 
achieved.   
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3.10 Summary 
With the world population predicted to reach 7.5 billion by 2020, 75% of all humans 
expected to be living within 60km of the coast by 2020, World tourism arrivals predicted to 
be around 1.6 billion by 2020 and the increasing desire of many for holidays which focus on 
natural experiences often concentrating in coastal areas, the need for management of the 
Earth’s natural resources is a major point of contention (UNWTO, n.d; Edgner, 1993; 
Gilbert, 2005; Davenport & Davenport, 2006). The coast has been described as the World’s 
most important, but intensely used of all the areas settled by humans (Alder, 1999). The 
past few decades has seen a considerable growth in coastal ecotourism resulting from 
tourist demand to access wildlife (Davenport & Davenport, 2006). The benefit of such a 
growth has been the designation of coastal areas for conservation (Garrod & Wilson, 2003; 
Lee & Moscardo, 2005; Sharpley, 2006). However, the term ‘self destruct theory’ has been 
discussed in reference to ecotourism (Duffus & Dearden, 1990). As ecotourism grows in a 
particular area visitors change from expert specialists who have a high relevant knowledge, 
appreciation for the environment and a negligible effect on the environment to visitors who 
are less knowledgeable of the area, ecosystems and the effects their behaviour has on the 
very place they visit (Duffus & Dearden, 1990). These visitors may impact against the 
conservation values of coastal protected areas through a variety of activities which have a 
number of consequences (McCrone, 2001). Unmanaged visitor impacts may result in 
degradation, undesirable aesthetics and uncomfortable experiences which will lead to a 
decrease in tourism arrivals, a downward economy and increased social tension, all of 
which highlights the need to develop a solution (Gossling, 2002). Therefore if sustainable 
use is to be achieved visitor impacts must be managed effectively. Often, visitors do not 
purposefully cause damage but instead do not understand what negative effects they may 
cause through their actions. Therefore interpretation is seen as an “essential management 
function for every park, recreational area, and refuge to undertake” (Herbst, 1979 p. 2).  
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The key goals of interpretation have been identified as: (i) satisfaction; (ii) knowledge gain; 
(iii) attitude change; and (iv) behavioural change (McKecher, 1993; Knapp & Poff, 2001). 
There are several theories as to how interpretation may best be achieved. It is generally 
agreed that to be effective interpretation must increase knowledge, which will in turn help 
influence attitudes and ultimately change behaviour so that in-situ and ex-situ impacts may 
be reduced. The ultimate aim of interpretation is to create responsible tourists (in-situ) as 
well as a sense of citizenship (ex-situ). There is a variety of forms of media used in the 
interpretive world, which are divided into two generalised groups: (i) Non-personal 
(brochures, signs, boards and audio/audio visual media); and (ii) Personal (guided tours and 
talks) (Wearing et al., 2007). It is generally agreed that personal methods of interpretation 
delivery are more effective at reaching the previously outlined goals of interpretation. 
However all voluntary interpretation suffers from the same limitation in that it can be seen 
as preaching to the converted (Beaumont, 1998) as it is often only those with prior interest 
who make use of the interpretive media (Fallon & Kriwoken). Garrod & Wilson, (2003) 
explain that however well designed and implemented the interpretation programme is, the 
resource manager may find it difficult to get the message of responsible environmental 
behaviour across to the visitor, as education may rank very low or even not at all on the 
individuals list of priorities.  
Wildlife viewing tours, terrestrial or marine, benefit from a relatively captive audience. As 
visitors generally cannot escape they are more likely to adhere to messages (Garrod & 
Wilson, 2003). Higgingbotton (2004) suggests that education is most effective when a 
‘captive audience’ of visitors is present. A captive audience is one that does not have the 
option of ignoring the interpretation being presented, due to a fear of punishment or loss 
of potential award (Stronza & Durham, 2008).  
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3.12 Conclusion 
This chapter has reviewed the literature providing a background context to the study. By 
establishing the role that interpretation takes in coastal tourism and protected area 
management a research focus has been identified. The literature identified a key limiting 
factor to the success of interpretation. Possible solutions from the coastal tourism industry 
have been recognized as it has been suggested that captive audiences in the marine 
tourism context are more likely to fully participate in the interpretive experience. Meaning 
that the audience are more likely to absorb the themes and messages presented.  
The following chapter addresses the research design methodology of this thesis.
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4.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter described the research focus and rationale based on a review of the 
literature relating to the focus of the field of study, mandatory interpretation in coastal 
protected areas. “Research is about enquiry, about discovery, about revealing something 
that was previously unknown” (Finn et al., 2000, p.xv). The purpose of this chapter is to 
connect, in a meaningful way, the theoretical paradigms to the strategies for enquiry and 
the methods of collecting empirical data in order to answer the aims and objectives of the 
research (See section 1.3). 
 
4.2 Literature review 
Objectives one to six required a literature review in order to establish the role that 
interpretation has in coastal tourism and protected area management. The successful 
completion of these objectives provided a background context to the study. This initial 
stage of the research project reviewed the relevant literature pertaining to the overall 
topic, which later focused the research area. Through this iterative process the precise 
nature and scope of the research objectives were refined and subsequently assessed. As 
Baxter et al. (1996, p. 110) state “a literature review is a critical summary and assessment of 
the range of existing materials dealing with knowledge and understanding in a given field”.  
The literature reviews function was to locate the research area, forming its contextual, 
theoretical and practical foundation which provides an insight into previous and 
contemporary works. The literature review has been based on relevant journal articles 
(electronic and paper), books, doctoral and master’s thesis’, conference papers and 
proceedings as well as appropriate websites. 
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4.3 Research design 
The research design describes what sort of study will be undertaken in order to provide 
answers to the research problem.  Mouton (2001, p.55) explains that “a research design is a 
plan or blueprint of how you intend conducting the research”. The research problem, aim 
and objectives serve to guide the research in a particular direction.  In a similar way an 
appropriate and well planned research design will also guide the research process. 
The emphasis of the research was on the development of a set of recommendations for the 
application, implementation and operation of a mandatory interpretation programme. In 
order to achieve this aim, the study made use of a mixed methods approach. The research 
was designed to be exploratory and descriptive in nature and made use of case study 
methodology. 
 
4.3.1 Mixed method 
In general it is recognized that all research methods, both qualitative and quantitative, have 
limitations. By triangulating data sources researchers could establish convergence across 
qualitative and quantitative methods (Manson, 1996). The mixed methods approach was 
found to be suitable as various methods could be combined to maximise the strengths and 
minimise the weaknesses of each method.   
The mixed methods approach described here utilizes the advantages of both quantitative 
and qualitative paradigms. Philip (1998, p.273) explains that “researchers should think 
beyond the myopic quantitative-qualitative divide when it comes to devising a suitable 
methodology for their research, and select methods – quantitative and qualitative or a 
combination of the two – that best satisfy the needs of specific research projects”. 
This research project adopted a mixed methods approach, which was designed in a way 
that methodological triangulation could occur (Mason, 1996). A simultaneous triangulation 
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approach was selected as the most fitting mixed methods approach. This approach was 
selected as it was felt that it would enable the researcher to utilise different methods in an 
attempt to confirm, cross-validate or corroborate findings within the study.  This allows for 
different research methods depending on the source of information. As Yin (2009, p. 2) 
points out “each particular method has its advantages and disadvantages.” By tailoring the 
research methods used to the research question and source reliable data collection can 
occur. “By using both quantitative and qualitative methods this research was able to offset 
the weaknesses inherent within one method with the strengths of the other methods” 
(Creswell, 2003, p. 217).  Silverman (2005) explains that some researchers believe that 
triangulation may improve the reliability of a single method. As all methods have 
limitations, bias in any single method could neutralise the balance of other methods. It was 
felt that by using a mixed methods approach one method could help inform and develop 
another (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Finn et al., 2000; Creswell, 2003). 
 
4.3.2 Exploratory and descriptive design 
The aim of exploratory studies is to gain new insight into the phenomenon being 
researched establishing facts, gathering new data and determining meaningful patterns, 
themes and relationships in a relatively unknown research area (Mouton, 1996). According 
to Babbie (2007, p.88) “[e]xploratory studies are most typically done for three purposes: (i) 
to satisfy the researcher’s curiosity and desire for better understanding; (ii) to test the 
feasibility of undertaking a more extensive study; and (iii) to develop the methods to be 
employed in any subsequent study”. It was hoped that this study would meet al.l three of 
the stated criteria of exploratory research by satisfying the researcher’s curiosity, by 
developing a better understanding for role of mandatory interpretation, by testing its 
effectiveness as a visitor management tool and subsequently identifying a set of 
recommendations for future application. Exploratory studies are valuable and essential 
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whenever a researcher is breaking new ground, and that exploratory studies almost always 
yield new insights into a topic of research (Babbie, 2008, p.98). To date very little research 
has been conducted on the effectiveness, application and utilisation of mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor management tool. In the absence of a substantial knowledge 
base it was hoped that this study would generate insights into this method by utilising and 
exploratory research design.      
 
4.3.3 Case study research 
The primary research strategy of this study is that of the case study. “Case studies are the 
preferred strategy when ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions are being posed, when the investigator 
has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within 
some real-life context” (Robson, 1993). The research reported here utilised two case 
studies.  
A case study research design is preferred for the examining of contemporary real-life 
situations that cannot be manipulated by the researcher. One of the unique strengths of 
case study research is its ability to deal with a wide range of evidence collected in a variety 
of ways (Stake, 2000; Henning, 2004; Yin, 2009). This study made use of data collected 
through interviews, questionnaires, focus group surveys and participant observations.  Yin 
(1994, p. 23) gives a more technical definition of case study research by stating that “[a] 
case study is an empirical inquiry that: Investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its 
real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 
evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence are used”.    
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4.4 Phases of research 
In order to achieve the aims of this study, namely to evaluate the effectiveness of 
mandatory interpretation and establish a set of best practice recommendations for the 
application, implementation and operation of a mandatory interpretation programme, the 
investigation was divided into two phases.  The main focus of this study was to formulate a 
set of best practice recommendations for the implementation, and operation of mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor management tool for protected area managers. However, to date 
very little research has been conducted on the effectiveness of and processes involved in 
mandatory interpretation, and as such, and important to the research aims and objectives 
an initial study that investigated an existing mandatory interpretation programme was 
deemed appropriate.    
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Figure 4.1: Research Structure (Source: Original) 
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4.4.1Phase one: Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve 
The first phase of research set out to test whether mandatory interpretation makes a 
significant difference to visitor behaviour in protected areas and review the process used in 
the mandatory interpretation programme at Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve.   
 
4.4.1.1 Case study approach 
A case study approach was adopted for the first phase of research. Yin (2009, p. 18) 
explains that case study research should be conducted when “the research question aims to 
understand a real-life phenomenon in depth and when contextual conditions are highly 
pertinent to the phenomenon of the study”. This phase aimed to establish an in-depth 
knowledge of ‘how’ and ‘why’ an existing mandatory interpretation programme was 
implemented and evaluate the results of the implementation on visitors’ satisfaction, 
knowledge gain, attitude change and behavioural intent. 
Yin (2009, p. 4) explains that the case study method “allows investigators to retain the 
holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events”.  This is essential in order to 
answer the research questions presented in this thesis as tourism and the interpretive 
programme being analysed take place in real-life situations, creating real-life experiences. 
Yin (2009) states that the ‘case study’ method has a distinct advantage when a ‘how’ or 
‘why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of events over which the 
researcher has little or no control. This research asks the question ‘how’ ‘effective’ is 
mandatory interpretation and ‘how’ mandatory interpretation can be successfully 
implemented and run. The researcher also has no control over the real-time set of events 
that occur at the case study location. Schramm (1971) describes the essence of a case study 
as trying to illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were 
implemented, and with what result. An aim of this research thesis is to evaluate the 
‘effectiveness of mandatory interpretation and to identify/review under what 
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circumstances mandatory interpretation is appropriate, which ties in with Schramm’s 
(1971) description of a case study. 
 
4.4.1.2 Study area: Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Hawai’i 
Hanuama Bay Nature Reserve, Oahu, Hawai’i (See Figure 4.2) is used in this study as an 
‘instrumental case study’ in which the case is examined to provide insight into an issue or 
phenomenon, in this case the mandatory interpretation programme.  
 Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Oahu, Hawaii is an example of a coastal protected area, 
tourist site that has used an interpretive programme design that creates a captive audience 
taken from the principles of formal education techniques and marine wildlife watching 
tours so that visitors are informed. This creates visitors who act as stewards for Hanauma 
and other living reef environments. The resource managers at Hanauma Bay Nature 
Reserve have arguably achieved this by working with visitor motivation. The motivations for 
participation in captive education programmes are usually driven by a certain tangible 
result, for example grades, diplomas, certificates, money or some other type of reward. 
Hanauma Bay has attempted to create the effect of a captive audience by creating such a 
reward in an attempt to take tourists from passive appreciation to a stimulating 
understanding of the Bay.  
Hanauma Bay is a coastal marine preserve located in south east Oahu, Hawaii. It is one of 
the most heavily used marine Reserves in the world, which hosts around 1.6 million visitors 
each year (Roig, 2007). The Bay had been struggling to meet public and visitor demands as 
well as the need to conserve Hawaii’s natural resources. Komatsu & Liu (2007) explain that 
visitors peaked at around three million in 1988 which caused serious ecological damage. 
Visitors damage coral reefs by touching, breaking pieces off or by walking on exposed corals 
(Komatsu & Liu, 2007). Authors (Hastings, 1989; Roig, 2007; Hanauma Bay Education 
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Programme, 2003) have studied the ecological damage caused by visitors to Hanauma Bay. 
They explain that there was an abundance of litter, especially cigarette butts, paper and 
plastics which posed a serious health threat to sea turtles and other marine life. 
In response the city and county of Honolulu now limits access by restricting tour buses to 
15 minutes viewing time, closing the park at night and charging parking fees (Komatsu & 
Liu, 2007). In addition the University of Hawaii Sea Grant College Programme created the 
Hanauma Bay Education Programme as a non-profit volunteer organisation providing 
visitors with on site education through various media (Komatsu & Liu, 2007). Komatsu and 
Liu (2007) also explain that the Hanauma Bay Education Programme shows a short 
mandatory orientation film, which acts as a key tool to inform the large number of visitors 
about conservation and safety. Komatsu & Liu (2007) suggests that the film generally 
entertains visitors with beautiful images, interesting cultural aspects of the bay, and 
Hawaiian music whilst addressing conservation and safety concerns.  
Komatsu & Liu, (2007) examined the effectiveness of the Hanauma Bay Education 
Programme in terms of reported everyday conservation behaviour, motivations to visit the 
bay, enjoyment of the mandatory film, impact of the film on enhancing the recreational 
experience and increasing environmental awareness, and reported compliance versus prior 
knowledge of desired conservation behaviours. Research was conducted as a cross cultural 
comparison with respect to environmental conservation attitudes and behaviours of 
Japanese versus western visitors at Hanauma Bay. 
Kamatsu & Liu (2007) found that in general the visitors enjoyed the film and found that the 
film has a positive impact on enhancing the Bay experience and increases environmental 
awareness. The cross cultural study Komatsu & Liu (2007) found that before the mandatory 
educational film, about one quarter of westerners and about one third of Japanese visitors 
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in the sample reported that they did not know not to touch the turtles, not to feed the fish 
and not to touch the reef.  
The study carried out by Komatsu & Liu (2007) found that the educational programme is a 
success in bringing about compliance in desired behaviours. Komatsu & Liu (2007) argue 
that the educational programme is able to succeed in educating relatively unaware groups 
without detracting from their enjoyment. 
It was discovered by Komatsu & Liu (2007) that 70% of all respondents did not expect to 
see the film and many Japanese respondents expressed surprise regarding the mandatory 
film.  The other major issue surrounding Hanauma Bay is that Hawaiian law mandates free 
access to all beaches which has lead management of the bay to be fraught with 
controversies regarding legality of fees, public rights, and commercial access. 
Komatsu & Liu (2007) conclude by saying that the Hanauma Bay Education Programme is 
effective in terms of attitudinal and behavioural improvement towards marine conservation 
in the bay and that their results indicate that the mandatory film is extremely effective in 
improving environmental awareness, as well as enhancing the visitors’ experience.  
Komatsu and Liu (2007) suggest that the Hanauma Bay Education Programme could be 
considered to be a model visitor interpretation programme for recreational sites, as it could 
become an integral part of creating long term environmental protection and awareness.  
According to Elizabeth Kumabe of the Hanauma Bay Education Programme (cited in 
Dashefsky, 2008) ‘the health of the reef is wonderful right now. It used to be trampled by 
people standing on the reef. People learn that they have an impact and there environmental 
footprint, if they can reduce that, they can have a better chance of keeping our reef alive 
and keeping our resources alive’.  A nine minute orientation video for all beach goers is 
translated into seven different languages via headsets telling the visitor about the history 
and geography, the large diversity of marine life at the bay, the importance of water safety, 
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and to respect the reef ecosystem. Alan Hong, Hanauma Bay’s manager estimates that the 
percentage of visitors standing on the reef has declined from 49% to only 2% (Dr Richard 
Brook cited in Kim, 2008). The mandatory video section of the interpretation at Hanauma 
Bay also serves as a visitor regulation device, as a people are released from the theatre 
every 15 minutes.   
Dr Richard Brock is an environmental scientist who conducted a study of the ecosystem at 
Hanauma Bay. He stated that ‘……..educating them [visitors] about taking care of our 
environment, have had a profound impact and the same idea could be applied anywhere in 
the state or any tropical area for that matter in just about any place’ (Dr Richard Brook 
cited in Kim, 2008 p. 1).  
Kahuluu Bay, Kona, Hawai’i is adopting many of Hanauma Bay’s educational efforts in order 
to protect its own natural resources. Kahuluu bay is home to an abundance of fish and 
water life which people want to see up close. Cindi Punihaole of the Kohala Centre, cited in 
(Drewes, 2008) explained that ‘they love the reef to death because they want to get close to 
it and touch it and sometimes if you don’t understand the effects you are having on the reef 
you can kill it’. Inspired by the educational efforts made by Hanauma Bay volunteers use 
pictures and instructions to point out the best way to protect the bay during your visit. 
According to Kohala Centre the year-long preservation effort at Kahuluu Bay is working. 
Trained volunteers teach visitors about turtles, coral and the organisms that depend upon 
coral for food and shelter. The Kohala centre study shows that 80% of visitors not taught by 
reef teachers (volunteers) will step and stand on the coral and of those taught by reef 
teacher 20% will step on the coral but only because of wave action and trying to keep 
balance. Kahulluu Bay is hoping for a more extensive and permanent learning place. 
Kahuluu Bay is hoping to ‘be able to have an educational centre and have people come 
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through it, before they come onto the beach and the water. And like Hanauma Bay, an 
instructional video’ (Allen Hong cited in Drewes, 2008, p. 1).  
Komatsu & Liu (2007) suggest that the Hanauma Bay Education Programme (HBEP) is 
effective in terms of improving environmental awareness and enhancing the visitor 
experience. However, an extensive literature review has identified no substantial research 
that evaluates the mandatory interpretation at Hanauma Bay or elsewhere in terms of the 
visitors’: (i) knowledge gain; (ii) attitude change; and (iii) behavioural intent. 
An extensive literature review has identified no other coastal mandatory interpretation as 
extensive as that at Hanauma Bay. If the interpretive programme at Hanauma Bay is found 
to be effective, coastal interpretation worldwide could be made more effective through the 
creation of a captive audience. 
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Figure 4.2: Hawaiian islands and location of Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve (source: Original) 
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4.4.1.3 Research Tools 
The first phase involved a two stage evaluation of the HBNR mandatory interpretation 
programme. Firstly, the effectiveness of the mandatory interpretation programme was 
evaluated in terms of visitor knowledge gain, attitude change and behavioural modification 
using three research tools: (i) pre and post-visit visitor questionnaires; (ii) manager, staff, 
and volunteer interviews; and (iii) observation. Secondly, a review of the processes used in 
the mandatory interpretation programme at HBNR was conducted through: (i) manager, 
staff, and volunteer interviews; and (ii) observation. The research tools for the collection of 
this data will be discussed in Chapter Five. 
 
4.4.2 Phase two: Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
The emphasis of the second phase of research was on the development of a set of best 
practice recommendations for the application, implementation and operation of a 
mandatory interpretation programme. The second phase of research set out to explore 
mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact management technique within coastal 
protected areas frequented by visitors in order to develop a set of best practice 
recommendations for the appropriate use of mandatory interpretation. Again the second 
phase involved a three stage investigation using on-site visitor interviews and focus group 
surveys with Chichester Harbour AONB (CH AONB) managers following the Delphi method 
for research design. 
 
4.4.2.1 Case study approach 
A case study approach was adopted for the second phase of research as it was felt to be the 
most appropriate research design, enabling an insight into the research question to be 
achieved. A case study is a research strategy, an empirical enquiry that investigates a 
phenomenon within a real-life context (Yin, 1984). A case study strategy was chosen as it 
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allowed the researcher to explore a complex real-life issue emphasising contextual analysis 
of the conditions and their relationships with the research question (Yin, 2009). Case study 
strategy has been widely used, particularly by social scientists, to examine and provide the 
basis for the application of ideas and extension of methods. The second phase of research, 
as described here, set out to explore the applicability of mandatory interpretation as a 
method to manage visitor impacts within a real life setting within the United Kingdom. 
Yin (2009, p.4) states that a case study has a distinct advantage when ‘how’ or ‘why’ 
questions are being asked about a contemporary issue. The second phase of research asks 
two main questions. Firstly, why implement mandatory interpretation within a coastal 
protected area in the UK? Secondly how might mandatory interpretation be implemented 
as part of the overall interpretation strategy of a multiple access protected areas in a UK 
setting. In essence a case study attempts to illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why 
are they taken; how they could be implemented; and with what effect? The aim of this 
phase of research was to identify/review why mandatory interpretation might be 
implemented and to what effect its implementation might have on a multiple access site 
and its visitors/users. 
Yin (1995) explains that theory can be used to guide the case study in an exploratory way. 
Here theory established during the first phase of research along with information gathered 
during a review of the literature gave direction and structure to the study.  
  
4.4.2.2 Study area 
Chichester Harbour (CH) Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) (Figure 4.3) was used 
in this investigation as an instrumental case study in which the case is essential to provide 
insight into an issue or phenomenon. In this case the applicability of mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor impact management technique. This is not to say that Chichester 
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Harbour AONB was chosen as a ‘typical case’. In fact CH AONB was chosen as an ‘unusual 
case,’ as an ‘unusual case may help illustrate matters overlooked in a typical case. 
CH AONB was designated in 1964 under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside 
Act 1949. Chichester Harbour is the smallest AONB in the south east region of the UK, 
totalling 74km2, yet is one of the most intensely used (Chichester Harbour Conservancy 
(CHC), 2008). Chichester Harbour is recognised under international, national and local 
designations through EC Directives, the RAMSAR Convention, Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), Local Nature Reserves (LNR’s) and county-designated sites (SINC’s and 
SNCI’s) (Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2008). 
Chichester Harbour AONB is managed by the Chichester Harbour Conservancy (CHC) and 
key AONB partner organisations through the Joint Advisory Committe (JAC) with the 
consent of Local Authorities. As mentioned previously Chichester Harbour AONB offered an 
‘unusual case’. This is because the CHC is a unique organisation in England. It is the only 
public body that is both the Statutory Harbour Authority and the JAC for an AONB. 
Therefore, it was hoped that by using CH AONB as a case study would help illustrate 
matters that might have been overlooked with more conventional management bodies. 
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Figure 4.3 United Kingdom and location of Chichester Harbour AONB (Source: Original) 
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4.4.2.3 Delphi method 
In order to investigate the critical issues surrounding the applicability of mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor impact management tool within CH AONB a study was 
undertaken using a version of the Delphi method. The Delphi method, originally developed 
in the early 50s (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963) involves the formation of a panel of experts who 
are asked to perform some specialist task such as teasing out the critical elements of a 
practical issue (Garrod, 2000). This takes place over several rounds, usually by mail survey 
although other data collection tools have been used (Smith, 1995). 
The Delphi technique is described by Kaynak and Macauley (1984, p.40) as “a unique 
method of eliciting and refining group judgement based on the rationale that a group of 
experts is better than one expert when exact knowledge is not known.” The major 
advantage of the Delphi method is that it enables complex issues to be investigated over an 
extended period of time. The technique is iterative, so that respondents get to air their 
views and then reconsider them in the light of those put forward by other panellists. 
Kaynak & Macauley (1984) suggest that the Delphi method should not be used as a decision 
making tool, but rather a tool of analysis and as such the aim is not to achieve a definitive 
answer, but instead aid in the development of possible solutions based on the Delphi 
results.  The Delphi method is well suited to rigorously capture qualitative data (Delbeq, et 
al., 1975). Therefore the Delphi structure of rounds of research leading to consensus is a 
good fit for an investigation into mandatory interpretation as a possible visitor impact 
management tool. 
Rowe & Wright (1999) characterise the classical Delphi method by four key features: 
anonymity of Delphi participants; iteration; controlled feedback; and consensus. Rowe and 
Wright (1999) suggest that only those studies true to their origins, that have the four 
characteristics, should be classified as Delphi studies however others (Delbeq et al., 1975; 
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and Linstone & Turloff, 1975; Adler & Ziglio, 1996) show that the technique can be 
effectively modified to meet the needs of a given study. Delbeq et al., (1975) explain that 
“while a three round Delphi is typical, single and double round Delphi studies have also 
been completed. Sample size varies from 4 to 171 ‘experts’ and whether the sample group 
is anonymous or not. One quickly concludes that there is no ‘typical’ Delphi; rather that the 
method is modified to suit the circumstances and research question.” Like these authors 
the Delphi method adopted by this research thesis has been adapted in order to answer the 
research questions posed in section 1.3 of this thesis.  
The research method used during the second phase of research was adapted from the 
Delphi method of research in that focus group research is implemented as the most 
appropriate data collection technique for rounds involving the Chichester Harbour AONB 
management. It was felt that an adapted approach could benefit from being able to 
generate opinion and move towards consensus on the issue of mandatory interpretation as 
a possible visitor impact management method. This study uses the strategy of conducting 
several research rounds like that of the Delphi strategy, as it allows panellists to reassess 
their responses in light of the views of others. The first Delphi round consisted of a focus 
group survey with Chichester Harbour AONB experts. The second round consisted of a side 
evaluation conducted using a on-site visitor survey. The findings established from the first 
two rounds were used to inform the third and final Delphi round using a focus group survey 
of the same experts as used during the first round. Figure 4.1 offers a pictorial 
representation of the adapted Delphi research method adopted during the second phase of 
research.      
Delbecq, Van der Ven & Gustafson (1975) suggest that two or three iteration Delphi is 
sufficient for most research. The adapted Delphi method presented here uses three rounds. 
As explained by authors (Rosenbaum, 1985; and Thonson, 1985; Alexander, 2004) the 
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numbers of rounds increase and the effort required by Delphi participants, one often sees a 
fall in response rate. Each round of the adapted Delphi method used as part of the research 
methodology of this thesis are discussed below and further details of the research tools 
used are dealt with in Chapter Six.  
 
4.4.2.2.1 Round one 
The purpose of the first round (known as the “scoping round”) is to allow the panellists to 
establish the conceptual boundaries of the study and what the key issues to be considered 
are (Garrod, 2000). The first round adopted a focus group methodology that investigated 
CHC AONB managers’ thoughts and opinions regarding mandatory interpretation as a 
possible visitor management technique within the AONB. The first round also served to 
provide background information regarding the current interpretation at CH AONB and the 
visitor impact issues faced by the AONB managers. The focus group was designed to be 
semi-structured and questions focused on mandatory interpretation and its possible 
implementation at CH AONB. The research tool used is discussed in Section 6.6. 
 
4.4.2.2.1 Round two 
The second round of research was informed by the focus group survey with CH AONB 
managers, and mandatory interpretation best practice developed from the first phase of 
research. This stage adopted a structured on-site face-to-face visitor interview that 
examined visitor thoughts, opinions, and reactions to the mandatory nature of 
interpretation and its possible implementation as a visitor management tool within CH 
AONB. The research tool used is discussed in Section 6.7. 
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4.4.2.2.1 Round three 
“Convergence rounds” seek to move the panel towards consensus on the issues at hand by 
circulating the results of each successive round back to the respondents, who are then 
asked to appraise responses in light of those made by others. The third round again 
adopted a focus group survey where-by the findings from the second stage were addressed 
through a focus group survey with CH AONB managers. This allowed the CH AONB 
managers to give their thoughts, opinions and reactions to the findings of the visitor survey 
and discuss the applicability of the findings to the management of CH AONB. The research 
tool used is discussed in Section 6.8. 
 
4.5 Ethical research design considerations 
Banister et al. (1994, p.173, as cited in Finn et al., 2000, p. 36) state that “ethical concerns 
must be part of the fundamental design of any research project.” Therefore the importance 
of considering ethical questions during research cannot be over-emphasised. Methods 
proposed by Finn et al. (2000) and Babbie (2007) were used to address the ethical concerns 
that were taken into consideration during this study. These concerns are discussed below. 
Additional statements are presented in Appendix B. 
 
4.5.1 Confidentiality and anonymity 
A researcher is responsible for protecting participants from harm, not only physical harm 
but also from discomfort and embarrassment resulting from the research study. As such 
confidentiality is about protecting the individual from harm when research results are made 
public. Therefore the personal details of the respondents have not been released and will 
remain confidential. In an effort to further protect the participants in the specific case study 
investigations the names of the participants were not collected. In addition the results of 
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the research will be alluded to in cumulative manner so that individual responses cannot be 
distinguished. 
 
4.5.2 Informed consent and voluntary participation 
All those who contributed to this study gave their consent to participate in the research. 
Before conducting any interviews, focus groups or questionnaires and before visiting either 
of the selected case studies, the researcher informed all participants of the aims of the 
research, what the research would involve for the participant, as well as the envisaged 
duration of the interviews, focus groups and questionnaires. The participants were 
informed as to what would happen with the results once they had been collected. Verbal 
consent was sought before progressing with the data collection. Respect was given to those 
who did not wish to participate in the study or refused to give verbal consent. In these 
instances data collection was terminated and another participant was selected. In the event 
that any queries or problems arose the contact details of the researcher were left with the 
site manager at both case studies so that participants could contact the researcher should 
they need to.      
 
4.5.2 Observation 
Simple direct observation of visitors during the first phase of research were conducted in 
order to collect qualitative data on environmental behaviour whilst on site and visitor 
interaction with the interpretive material available to them. Details recorded were entirely 
qualitative, and anonymity was be guaranteed. In an effort to further protect those 
observed, names were not collected. In addition the results of the research have been 
alluded to in cumulative manner so that individual actions cannot be distinguished. 
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4.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has presented an overview of the research methodology used to explore the 
aims and objective of this thesis as outlined in Chapter One. Case studies have been 
introduced providing an initial outline of the research tools adopted. Further discussion of 
the research tools utilised within phase one and two of this study are presented in Chapters 
Five and Six respectively. Ethical research design considerations have been discussed. The 
following chapter discusses the first phase of research. 
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5.1 Introduction 
This chapter details the research conducted during the first phase of this study. The 
research tools used for the collection of data are discussed first. This chapter then provides 
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a detailed description of the field testing completed during phase one as well as a 
comprehensive analysis of the findings. The chapter concludes by discussing what was 
learnt from the evaluation of an existing mandatory interpretation programme. 
 
5.1.1 Background 
Interpretation has been regarded as an important management strategy for reducing visitor 
impacts and reaching the goals of sustainable development (Ballentyne & Uzell, 1994; 
Moscardo, 1996). It has been argued that interpretation, as a voluntary concept has little 
value in creating more environmentally responsible visitors, as it is those that already have 
a prior knowledge, understanding and appreciation for a site that often take in the 
interpretive programme, as environmental education may be preaching to the converted 
(Beaumont, 1998). It has been suggested that mandatory interpretation that creates a 
captive audience will enhance interpretation effectiveness (Higginbottom, 2004). 
Interpretation has been recognised as an important strategy in visitor impact management 
and in reaching the goals of sustainable development (Moscardo, 1996; Ballentyne & Uzzel, 
1999). However, in some protected areas it might be difficult to communicate the message 
of responsible environmental behaviour to visitors if they choose not to engage in the 
interpretation (Orams, 1999; Garrod & Wilson, 2003; Higginbottom, 2004). It has been 
suggested that mandatory interpretation, which creates a captive audience, might enhance 
interpretation effectiveness (Ham, 1992; Orams, 1999; Garrod & Wilson, 2003; 
Higginbottom, 2004). 
Authors (Orams, 1999; Lϋck, 2003) note that education as a management strategy is not 
used to the same extent as regulatory techniques because of problems in implementing an 
effective educational programme due to among other reasons a non-captive audience. 
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Wildlife tours either terrestrial or marine create a captive audience where visitors are more 
likely to attend to messages as they generally cannot escape. 
Despite the suggestion that captive audience interpretation can enhance effectiveness, 
little research has been conducted to quantify the benefits of such interpretive 
programmes. Such data could aid the development of improved interpretation provision, 
resulting in the reduction of visitor impacts and ultimately serving to support sustainable 
tourism in protected areas. 
Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Ohau, Hawaii has been operating mandatory interpretation 
since 2002. An extensive literature review has revealed no other coastal mandatory 
interpretation as extensive as that at Hanauma Bay.  
 
5.1.2 Aims & objectives 
The purpose of the phase one research was to test whether mandatory interpretation 
makes a significant difference to visitor behaviour in protected areas by evaluating the 
effectiveness of mandatory interpretation in reaching the goals of: (i) knowledge gain; (ii) 
attitude change; and (iii) behaviour modification. 
Phase one of the research also sets out to review the processes used in the mandatory 
interpretation programme at Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve focusing on: (i) mechanisms of 
mandatory interpretation; and (ii) the mandatory nature of the Hanauma Bay interpretive 
programme. 
5.2 Case study: Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve, Oahu, Hawai’i 
Firstly, this Chapter examines the relevant literature pertaining to Hanauma Bay Nature 
Reserve, Oahu, Hawai’i (See Figure 4.2). HBNR is an example of a coastal protected area, 
tourist site, which uses an interpretive programme design that creates a captive audience, 
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so that visitors are informed and act as stewards for HBNR and other living reef 
environments (See Section 4.4.1.2).  
 
5.3 Research tools 
As discussed in Chapter Three the first phase of research adopted a multiple methods 
approach to collecting both qualitative and quantative data. The mixed method approach 
allowed for a large sample size to be included in the study, through the questionnaire 
survey, but also allowed for richer explanatory data through observation and 
volunteer/staff interviews (See Figure 5.1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.1: Phase one research structure, design and tools (Source: Original) 
The multiple methods approach was designed in a way that methodological triangulation 
could occur (Mason, 1996). This allows for different research methods depending on the 
source of information. As Yin (2009, p. 2) points out “each particular method has its 
advantages and disadvantages” by tailoring the research tools used to the research 
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question source, reliable data collection can occur. This study collected both quantitative 
and qualitative data. As all research tools have limitations, bias in any single tool could 
neutralise the balance of others.  
 
5.3.1 Compilation of research tools 
A variety of research tools were brought together for the data collection required to 
investigate the aims and objectives set out for the first phase of research. As a result of the 
numerous issues that were investigated, a variety of data collection tools were designed. 
These included a questionnaire survey, interviews, direct observation, photographic 
records and secondary data. This was in line with current trends of data collection as stated 
by Guba and Lincoln (1994, p.105), who explain that “[researchers] are increasingly 
encouraged these days to make use of qualitative and quantitative methods in tandem.” 
Each data collection tool is discussed in the next section, the specific issues that each of 
data collection tools addressed is listed. Although these tools are discussed separately here, 
the data sets obtained were often utilised in combination to arrive at results.  
 
5.3.2 Questionnaire 
5.3.2.1 Generating and collecting data via questionnaires 
Orams (1995) explains that collecting data from each of the indicators (Education/Learning, 
Attitude/Belief Change, and Behaviour/Lifestyle Change) for visitors is not difficult.  
Accepted social science information-gathering techniques, such as questionnaires, can be 
used to gather data on the visitors (i) level of learning; (ii) degree of attitude change; and 
(iii) behavioural intention.  
This research utilised a pre- and post- experience survey to measure the effectiveness of 
the HBNR mandatory interpretation programme by using selected assessment criteria of 
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knowledge gain, attitude change, and behaviour modification, which were identified as key 
goals of interpretation.  In conducting the surveys, different samples of visitors were 
surveyed for pre and post visit surveys because it was thought that the survey itself might 
heighten visitors’ attention to the interpretive messages (Orams, 1995; Tubb, 2003). 
 
5.3.2.2 Questionnaire design 
A multiple choice survey design was adopted to minimise the completion time required, 
reduce respondent fatigue and avoid disruption to the respondents’ visit. The aim was to 
increase response rates and to achieve a high percentage of full questionnaire completion 
(Hughes & Morrison-Saunders, 2005).  
The visitor survey was site-specific, concentrating on the aims and objectives of the 
interpretation provided, so that evaluation could be measured against the desired 
outcomes. The questionnaire was used in order to determine visitors’ (i) knowledge gain; 
(ii) attitude change; and (iii) behavioural intention. Socio-demographic questions were also 
included in order to obtain a profile of the visitors participating in this study; understand 
the applicability of these results to their situation; and allow for comparison between pre- 
and post- visit survey samples. The same questions were used for pre and post visit 
respondents. 
 
5.3.2.2.1 Visitor demographics and background 
The visitor survey requested situational data from the respondent to allow for comparison 
between sample groups. Data requested included: :(i) gender (ii) age (iii) highest level of 
education studied to (iv) environmental jobs employed in; (v) previous visits; and (vi) group 
size. Each of these factors has been noted as having an effect on the visitors’ perception of 
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quality and effectiveness of interpretation (Moscardo, 1996; Brody, Hall & Tomkiewicz, 
2002; Galloway, 2002; Tubb, 2003; Weiler & Smith, 2009).  
 
5.3.2.2.2 Knowledge gain 
Assessing visitor knowledge before and after exposure to the mandatory film evaluated the 
effectiveness of mandatory interpretation at giving visitors to HBNR an appropriate 
knowledge base (Tubb, 2003). Respondents were asked to complete five multiple choice 
style ‘test’ questions. Visitor knowledge gain was measured against the information 
emphasised by the mandatory interpretive media based on the history and geography of 
the area, the diversity of marine life in the bay, water safety and human impacts on the 
ecosystem. The correct answers were alternated randomly to avoid response set bias.    
 
5.3.2.2.3 Attitude change 
Likert scale questions were used for visitor attitude questions, as they allow respondents to 
indicate the importance they attach to a particular factor or their level of agreement with a 
statement by using a set of standard responses (Veal, 1997). Respondents were shown ten 
simple first person statements depicting different points of view and were asked to indicate 
their level of agreement or disagreement with that statement on a five-point scale 
(Bryman, 2008).  
Approximately half the statements were randomly reversed, in order to avoid response set 
bias (Hughes & Morrison-Saunders, 2005). These statements were used in order to asses 
respondents’ self-reported attitude towards the primary topics emphasised in the 
interpretive programme, which focused on creating respect for the reef ecosystem, its 
inhabitants and its processes, as well as the current and future health of the reef 
ecosystem.  
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5.3.2.2.4 Behavioural intent 
The fourth section of the survey investigated visitors’ intended behaviours whilst at HBNR, 
by placing the respondent in five different scenarios and giving them multiple choice 
options for their intended behaviour. Respondents were asked to indicate which behaviour 
best represented their intention whilst at HBNR. This section focused on the behaviours, 
both positive and negative, depicted in the video used for the mandatory interpretation at 
HBNR. 
 
5.3.2.3 Questionnaire pilot 
The survey was pre-tested on visitors to HBNR. The purpose of pre-testing the structured 
visitor questionnaire was to help determine the plausibility and understanding of the 
contents of the survey, including the formulation of scenarios and the language used.  
The pre visit survey was piloted at the locations identified in Figures 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. The 
post visit survey was piloted at the locations identified in Figures 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7. In total 
15 pre and 15 post visit responses were obtained. Nine visitors declined the questionnaire 
explaining that they did not have time to complete the survey. 
Following the pilot survey, it was decided not to collect survey responses from outside the 
theatre exit (Figure 5.5) or whilst visitors were queuing (Figure 5.4), as visitors that were 
approached in these locations were reluctant to complete the survey at that time due to 
their desire to continue straight to the bay itself and the visitor centre respectively. As such 
the data collection procedure was altered as a result of the pilot survey. The final data 
collection procedure is detailed in the next section. 
125 
 
  
Figure 5.2: HBNR visitor centre 
 
Figure 5.3: Viewing platform 
  
Figure 5.4: HBNR entrance queue 
 
Figure 5.5: HBNR theatre exit 
  
Figure 5.6: HBNR beach side information 
kiosk 
 
Figure 5.7: HBNR beach 
 
Figures 5.2-5.7: pre and post visit pilot survey locations (source: Original) 
 
The wording used in the pre and post survey was changed in order to be more accessible 
and in-line with United States English. An example of one such change was to substitute the 
126 
 
work ‘tick’ with ‘check’ meaning to make a ‘mark’ in the most appropriate box. Another 
important example is the change made to the categories used to establish the respondents’ 
educational level within the demographics section of the questionnaire schedule. Here 
groupings were altered to be in line with the United States education system. 
As a result of the pilot survey a change was made to the use of ‘check’ boxes throughout 
sections on visitor knowledge, and behavioural intent. ‘Check’ boxes were removed and 
respondents were asked to circle the most appropriate response. This change removed any 
confusion surrounding which response had been selected by the respondent. The post-pilot 
questionnaire schedule is presented in Appendix C.  
 
5.3.2.4 Data collection procedure 
The questionnaire used in this study was self-administered, allowing visitors to answer 
honestly and freely. A convenience sampling method was used whereby the questionnaire 
was handed to English speaking adults over 16 years old. Pre visit responses’ were collected 
in the visitor centre (Figure 5.2) and at the waiting area prior to entry into the theatre 
(Figure 5.3). Post visit responses were collected by the beach (Figure 5.7) and at the beach 
side information kiosk (Figure 5.6). Independent pre and post visit samples were selected 
through convenience sampling. The pre and post visit samples were screened to ensure 
they had not already taken part in the survey (Tubb, 2003). 
5.3.2.5 Questionnaire data analysis 
Microsoft Excel 2003 and SPSS 16.0 were used in the analysis of pre, and post visit 
questionnaire data, focusing on the appraisal of the three evaluative criteria of knowledge 
gain, attitude change and behaviour modification. The Mann-Whitney U test, the most 
popular of the two-independent sample tests, was used in the analysis of non-parametric 
ordinal data between samples, as recommended by (Tubb, 2003).  
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Before data analysis was carried out, a chi-square analysis of pre- and post- visit 
characteristics were performed on original data to assess whether the samples were 
significantly different. This analysis focused on respondent demographics and other 
background variables. 
 
4.3.3 Direct observation 
4.3.3.1 Generating and collecting data via observation 
Direct observations were made throughout phase one, including those occasions during 
which other evidence, such as interviews and questionnaires were being collected. Yin 
(1994) explains that evidence gathered through observation is often valuable as it could 
provide extra information about the topic under investigation. The direct observations 
were, where possible, supplemented by photographic records of observations as such Yin 
(2009, p. 110) contends that “the observations can be so valuable that an investigator may 
even consider taking photographs at the case study site. At a minimum, these photographs 
will help convey important case characteristics to outside observers.” 
 
4.3.3.2 Observation design 
Knowing the actual outcomes of the interpretive experience on visitor behaviour is 
unquestionably vital to the effectiveness of the interpretation at altering visitor behaviour 
(Moscardo, 1998). Observation was used as part of the research methodology in order to 
record qualitative data on visitors’ actual behaviour whilst at HBNR. The incorporation of 
observation allowed the researcher to test visitors’ actual on-site behaviour. This is 
important, since it can help to verify data collected in survey responses and add depth of 
understanding to data (Moscardo & Woods, 1998; Tubb, 2003).  
Observation was also included in this study in order to: (i) document and review the 
process used in the mandatory interpretive programme at HBNR; and (ii) asses visitors 
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interaction with the mandatory interpretion provided at HBNR. Observing the process of 
interpretation provision at HBNR was included in order to identify how a captive audience 
is created. The incorporation of visitor observation methodology to asses visitor interaction 
with the mandatory interpretive process was included in this study 
The researcher, by participating as a visitor to HBNR was able to move through the 
interpretation documenting the process from the point of view of the visitor. In addition 
the researcher observed how visitors to HBNR move through the various stages of the 
mandatory interpretive process and studied visitor interaction with the mandatory 
interpretation through which they move. Observation was conducted by immersing in the 
research setting, observing the process and visitor relationships with the interpretive 
programme. 
 
4.3.3.3 Observation procedure 
The researcher adopted the role of a marginal participant by assuming the role of a passive 
visitor (Robson, 1993). Event coding was used, whereby actions / behaviours of interest to 
the research were recorded. Observation was conducted: (i) from the viewing platforms; (ii) 
on the beach; (iii) whilst snorkelling; and (iv) by the information kiosk. During observation 
at HBNR the researcher adopted the role of a marginal participant by assuming the role of a 
passive visitor as behaviour modification may occur if the sample is aware they are being 
observed (Altmann, 1974; Bryman, 2008). Careful attention was paid to dress and 
behaviour as suggested by Zeisel (1981). 
4.3.3.4 Observation analysis 
The direct observation and photographs were presented throughout the case study 
analysis, where appropriate. 
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5.3.4 Interviews 
5.3.4.1 Generating and collecting data via interviews 
Interviews with park managers, staff and volunteers provided a source of ‘rich’ data 
allowing descriptions of visitor / interpretation interaction and reactions along with 
detailed explanations of development and management of mandatory interpretation 
(Cohen and Marion, 1989; Robson, 1993). 
Interviews were conducted with resource managers, staff and volunteers in order to record 
qualitative data regarding visitor in-situ behaviour. Interviews allowed the researcher to ask 
open-ended questions, providing a source of richer data on visitor behaviour. The ability to 
gather detailed and in-depth information on the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation 
at HBNR was a key objective, making interviews an essential addition to the methodology. 
A semi-structured interview process was adopted and interview length was kept short. 
Interviews were included in the research methodology in order to record qualitative data 
from resource managers, staff and volunteers regarding: (i) the development; (ii) 
management; and (iii) visitor interaction with the interpretation at HBNR. The interview 
process was included to gather detailed and in-depth information on the development and 
management of mandatory interpretation at HBNR. Open ended questions were asked in 
order to obtain ‘rich’ data allowing interviewees’ to describe the process and management 
of mandatory interpretation as well as visitor interaction with the interpretative 
programme. 
 
5.3.4.2 Interview design 
One interview schedule was compiled for the data collection for phase one of this research 
study. During the interview the interviewer asked the respondents the questions 
sequentially and followed a pre-determined schedule (Finn et al., 2000). One interview 
schedule was designed for the manager, staff, and volunteers at HBNR. The interview 
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collected qualitative data to be collected on: (i) the reasons behind the introduction of 
mandatory interpretation programme at HNBR; (ii) the processes involved in the 
implementation of mandatory interpretation; (iii) the mechanisms of the mandatory 
interpretation programme; and (iv)the perceived effectiveness of mandatory interpretation 
at HBNR. The interview schedule is presented in Appendix D. 
 
5.3.4.3 Interview pilot 
The interview schedule was piloted on colleagues and the supervision team in order to 
determine the plausibility and understandability of the contents of the interview schedule. 
No changes were made to the interview schedule. 
 
5.3.4.4 Interview procedure 
Interview length was kept short, approximately 20-30 minutes, in accordance with Robson 
(1993) to ensure all relevant interviewees participated. A semi-structured interview process 
was adopted allowing the researcher to follow a set of questions that are of importance to 
the study but also allows the researcher to follow up further lines of enquiry that may not 
have previously been thought of. Recommendations by Hoinvelle at al (1974) and Robson 
(1993) formed the background to the development of the semi-structured interview 
questions in this study and were taken into account when lines of enquiry needed to be 
clarified or followed up with further questions during the interview process. 
During all interviews the researcher made written notes and all interviews were recorded. 
The audiotapes provided an accurate record of the interviews and the interviewees actual 
words used. Interview recordings only took place with the permission of the interviewee. 
All interviewees gave their permissions for recordings to be made. 
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5.3.4.5 Interview analysis 
The interviews were transcribed verbatim. The qualitative data of the interviews were 
subsequently analysed looking for key themes and concepts pertaining to the research area 
using Microsoft Excel and manual techniques. Recommendations by Yin (1989) and Bogdan 
and Biklin (1998) were followed throughout this process.  
 
5.3.5 Secondary data 
Secondary data is data collected by an individual or organisation other than the researcher. 
As the HBNR management plan was, not at the time of the research, published on-line or 
available through any other means it was essential that during the data collection process a 
copy of the management plan was obtained. This was important as the management plan 
could reveal important insight into the design, implementation, and management of the 
HBNR mandatory interpretation programme. Secondary data was presented throughout 
the analysis where appropriate. 
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5.4 Results 
All data collection procedures were carried out for one month between April and May 
2010. Five interviews were conducted with HBNR management, staff, volunteers, and 
Hanauma Bay Education Programme staff. Emphasis was placed on two main themes set 
out by the aims of the phase one research: (i) the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation 
at HBNR; and (ii) reviewing the process and mechanisms of the mandatory interpretation at 
HBNR. 
In addition, observations were conducted, as detailed in the previous section: (i) from the 
viewing platforms; (ii) on the beach; (iii) whilst snorkelling; and (iv) by the information 
kiosk.  Event coding was used, where by actions / behaviours of interest to the research 
were recorded.  
Following a pilot survey, 108 pre-visit, and 250 post-visit questionnaires were completed at 
HBNR. The questionnaire survey achieved a 92% response rate. Refusals were made up 
almost entirely of non-English speaking visitors who had to be eliminated from the study.  
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5.4.1 Visitor demographics and background 
Table 5.1 below depicts the respondent demographics and background information 
collected through questionnaire completions. 
 Pre Post 
Variable Number % Number % 
Gender 
Male 52 48.15% 124 49.60% 
Female 56 51.85% 126 50.40% 
 
Age 
16 – 24 18 16.67% 20 8.00% 
25 – 34 39 36.11% 96 38.40% 
35 – 49 29 26.85% 77 30.80% 
50 – 64 20 18.52% 54 21.60% 
65< 2 1.85% 3 1.12% 
 
Education 
Elementary 7 6.48% 6 2.40% 
High 21 19.44% 42 16.80% 
College 80 74.07% 202 80.80% 
 
Group size 
1 2 1.85% 9 3.60% 
2 58 53.70% 139 55.60% 
3≤ 48 44.44% 102 40.80% 
 
Previous visits  
Yes 83 76.85% 195 78.00% 
No 25 23.15% 55 22.00% 
 
coastal or 
marine leisure 
activities 
Yes 47 43.52% 115 46.00% 
No 61 56.48% 135 54.00% 
 
Environmental 
employment 
Yes 6 5.56% 21 8.40% 
No 102 94.44% 229 91.60% 
Table 5.1: Pre- and post-visit survey sample demographics and background (source: Original) 
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5.4.2 Visitor knowledge gain 
Table 5.2 below presents the results obtained from the pre and post visit questionnaires for 
visitor knowledge. 
  Pre Post 
  Numbera % Numbera % 
Knowledge 
Correct  271 50.19 1111 88.88 
 
Incorrect 
 
85 15.74 65 5.2 
Don’t 
Know 
184 34.07 74 5.92 
aEach respondent answered five knowledge based questions. 
Table 5.2: Pre- and post-visit survey sample knowledge (source: Original) 
 
5.4.3 Visitor attitude change 
Table 5.3 below presents the results of the respondents’ attitudinal statements obtained 
from the pre and post visit questionnaire. 
  Pre Post 
  Numbera % Numbera % 
Attitude 
Very 
Positive 
 
824 76.30 2073 82.92 
Positive 192 17.78 337 13.48 
 
Neutral 
 
36 3.33 49 1.96 
Negative 
 
10 0.93 4 0.16 
Very  
Negative 
18 1.66 37 1.48 
aEach respondent reacted to ten attitudinal statements. 
Table 5.3: Pre-and post-visit survey sample attitude towards the environment and Hanauma Bay 
(Source: Original) 
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5.4.4 Visitor behaviour modification 
Table 5.4 below presents the results of the behavioural intent questions obtained from the 
pre and post visit questionnaire.  
  Pre Post 
  Numbera % Numbera % 
 
Behaviour 
 
Appropriate 
 
445 82.41 1206 96.48 
Inappropriate 95 17.59 44 3.52 
aEach respondent answered five behavioural intent questions. 
Table 5.4: Pre- and post-visit survey sample intended behaviour (source: Original) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
136 
 
5.5 Discussion 
The discussion has been broadly divided into two key sections. First, the findings, relating to 
the mandatory interpretation process at HBNR, drawn from the interviews, observations, 
and secondary data are discussed. Second, the effectiveness of the mandatory 
interpretation programme at HBNR is discussed using evidence from the questionnaire, 
interviews and observations. This chapter presents and describes the finding from the first 
phase of research. Further analysis and cross referencing to previous studies are presented 
in Chapter Seven. 
 
5.5.1 Mandatory interpretation process at HBNR 
Overall a number of themes regarding the mandatory interpretation process at HBNR 
emerged from the observation, interview, and secondary data stages of the research 
presented in this chapter. Data has been broadly banded into three main categories: (i) 
mechanisms of mandatory interpretation; (ii) visitor interaction with mandatory 
interpretation; and (iii) the mandatory nature of the Hanauma Bay interpretive programme. 
Each category is discussed below bringing together data from visitor questionnaires, staff 
and volunteer interviews and observations. 
 
5.5.1.1 Mechanisms of mandatory interpretation 
This section details the findings retrieved from the interviews, observations, and secondary 
data regarding the mechanisms of mandatory interpretation at HBNR. This section has been 
subdivided into nine topics. Each topic is discussed sequentially. Figure 4.8 displays a map 
of the HBNR facilities with the key points of the mandatory interpretation process at HBNR 
labelled.     
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5.5.1.1.1 The HBNR management plan 
The HBNR management plan (1999) explains that efforts would be made to reduce the 
environmental impact on the Bay by limiting the number of people, and for those that get 
in an education centre built at the entrance to the bay will present an education 
programme that all visitors will have to go through in order to get to the water.  The HBNR 
management plan (1999) under the heading Interpretation/education programmes explains 
that the visitor centre at the upper park will be the focal point for the visitor orientation, 
interpretive and education programme and that as the single access point the visitor centre 
provides the opportunity for all visitors entering the reserve to be exposed to an 
interpretive programme which could be accomplished through a variety of media including 
audio-visual presentations, lectures, interpretive talks and guided tours. The management 
plan presents specific functions for the interpretive/education programme: (i) exposure of 
visitors to interpretive experiences; (ii) orientation of visitors; (iii) exposure of visitors to 
conservation ethics of the park. 
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Key 
 
A – Observation decks 
 
B – Ticket counter 
 
C – Signage at entrance 
 
D – Entrance to visitor centre 
 
E – Visitor centre and waiting area 
 
F – Visitor centre: optional interpretation 
 
G – Repeat visitor desk 
 
H – Theatre Entrance 
 
I – The Theatre 
 
J – Theatre exit 
  
Figure 5.8: HBNR mandatory interpretation process map (source: Original)  
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The HBEP mission statement (Figure 5.9) “is to enhance the appreciation and promote 
understanding and stewardship of Hanauma Bay and Hawaii’s marine environment through 
public education.”  The education programme was developed and is administered by the 
UHSGPU. HBEP staff organise, train and look after the volunteers at HBNR.  
 
 
 
Figure 5.9: HBEP mission statement (source: Original) 
 
5.5.1.1.2 Admission fees 
Admission fees collected at HBNR are used to pay for the on-site facilities, and the day-to-
day operation of the mandatory interpretive programme, and the bay. Interviewees 
explained that “when admission fees first came into effect it was $5 for non-resident adults 
and now it is up to $7.50” however “attendance has been dropping steadily over the last 
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several years, dropping about 9% annually over the last four years.” Any surplus is put 
towards improvements, maintenance costs and mortgage repayments. 
 
5.5.1.1.3 Mandatory interpretation tool at HBNR 
Hanauma Bay’s chosen media for the presentation of its mandatory interpretive 
programme is an audio-visual production. The management at Hanauma bay chose a video 
presentation as they “felt it was the most efficient way to reach a vast number of people at 
once, that all having a different level or mastery of English. By using a video they not only 
hear what we are trying to say but see what we are trying to say... The video allows us to be 
consistent in our message as everyone hears and sees the same thing.” The researcher was 
also informed that before the implementation of the mandatory film Hanauma Bay Nature 
reserve had to rely on signs and volunteers talking to visitors as they qued for entry. They 
found it difficult to get their messages across to the visitor using these methods as “it is 
hard to get people to pay attention when there is the excitement of the bay”, which is why 
HBNR adopted a captive audience interpretation programme. The mandatory film allows 
the management to get across “complex information to large groups in a tidy manner...as 
when we lock them up in the theatre, turn down the lights, they can’t help but pay 
attention to the screen...this is essentially the only way we can get our message across to 
everyone that wants to come in.” (Figure 5.10 depicts the big screen within the theatre). 
Interviewees explained that the nine minute video is translated in to seven different 
languages via headsets which are available to non-English speakers. There is also a flat 
screen television which plays the film with subtitles (Figure 5.11). 
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Figure 5.10: Big screen, within the theatre, 
showing mandatory video 
Figure 5.11: Flat screen television, within 
the theatre, showing mandatory video with 
subtitles 
  
Figures 5.10 and 5.11: Devises, within the theatre, used to present the mandatory video to 
visitors (source: Original)    
 
  
Figure 5.12: Ticket issue window Figure 5.13: Guard at entrance to visitor 
centre  
  
Figure 5.14: Guard ensuring that visitors are 
routed through the theatre 
 
Figure 5.15: Volunteer directing visitors 
through the visitor centre  
142 
 
  
Figure 5.16: Visitor on hand to answer 
questions in the visitor centre 
Figure 5.17: Volunteer manning the repeat 
visitor desk  
 
Figures 5.12 – 5.17: Volunteers and staff directly involved with the day to day running of 
mandatory interpretation at HBNR. (Source: Original) 
 
 
5.5.1.1.4 Staffing  
In order to run the day to day operation of the mandatory interpretation several members 
of staff/volunteers are required. During the interview stage it was explained to the 
researcher that two members of staff are required to man the ticket issue windows (Figure 
5.12). One guard is present at the entrance to the visitor centre (Figure 5.13) who checks 
that everyone who comes in has a ticket and another guard ensures that visitors are routed 
through the theatre (Figure 5.14).  Two volunteers are on hand in the visitor centre/exhibit 
areas answering visitor’s questions and directing visitors to the theatre (Figures 5.15 and 
5.16). One volunteer mans the repeat visitor desk at the entrance to the visitor centre 
whose role is to check in visitors’ who are not required to view the film again this time 
around. Two volunteers present the film in the theatre (Figure 5.17). Typically, there are 
either two volunteers or HBEP staff in the theatre between, however, between 8:00 and 
16:00 these are in general volunteers. HBEP staffs are required to present the film in the 
theatre and man the beach side information desk (Figure 5.6) before 8:00 and after 16:00, 
whilst volunteers are not on duty or are unable to do their shift. 
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Volunteers usually spend four hours at the bay and are asked to volunteer on a regular 
basis, at the same time and day each week. Each volunteer: (i) mans the information kiosk 
(Figure 4.6) located on the beach for two hours; (ii)  answers questions and directs visitors 
to the theatre (figures 5.19 and 5.16), for one hour; and (iii) are located in the theatre 
presenting the mandatory film for one hour, during which time the volunteer will present 
the film four times.  
 
5.5.1.1.5 Visitor arrival 
The researcher observed that on arrival at HBNR, either by car, bus or coach, visitors would 
observe the Bay from the observation decks that overlook the bay (Figures 5.22 and 5.23). 
Visitors would then approach the ticket window (Figure 5.10). At quieter times visitors may 
go straight over to the window. At busier times visitors would be required to wait in line. 
Signage is present at the entrance which details; the entrance; exemptions of payment; and 
presents the requirement for visitors to view the video (Figure 5.20). Once visitors have 
paid the fee of $7.50 or residents/members of the armed forces have shown proof of 
identity they receive an entrance ticket. The ticket displays the time of the film showing 
that they are required to attend. Visitors may now enter the visitor centre.   
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Figure 5.18: View from an observation deck Figure 5.19: Visitors admiring the view of 
HBNR from one of the observation decks 
 
  
Figure 5.20: Signage at entrance to HBNR 
 
Figure 5.21: Interactive computer screens 
 
 
  
Figure 5.22: Model of a section of reef Figure 5.23: Case of artefacts 
 
 
Figures 5.18 – 5.23: Observation decks, signage, and visitor centre interpretation. (Source: 
Original) 
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Figure 5.24: Visitor centre information 
boards. (Source: Original) 
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5.5.1.1.6 The HBNR visitor centre 
Once tickets have been received, first time visitors or those visitors who are returning but 
have not seen the film within 365 days have the choice of viewing the voluntary 
interpretive media within in the visitor centre (Figure 5.21 – 5.24).  
Volunteers or HBEP staff would be on hand to welcome visitors to HBNR and direct them 
through the visitor centre (Figure 5.15). Volunteers and education staff would explain that 
at the time stated on their ticket visitors would be required to present their tickets to the 
guard at the entrance to the theatre indicated by a large blue umbrella. Volunteers would 
explain to the visitors that they are free to make use any of the information present at the 
visitor centre. Volunteers or educational staff would also be on hand to answer questions 
put forward by visitors. 
At times when volunteers were not presenting information visitors would appear lost 
without the appropriate information being supplied to them and specific directions around 
the visitor centre and to the theatre.   
 Interpretive media on display in the visitor centre includes information boards on Hawaiian 
and HBNR: history; geology, ecology, mythology, preservation, and safety (Figure 5.28) as 
well as models of the bay and the reef (Figure 2.22), artefacts (Figure 5.23), and interactive 
computer screens (Figure 5.21). Unfortunately the touch screen interpretation was out of 
order whilst this research was being conducted. 
 
5.5.1.1.7 Provisions for repeat visitors 
 Visitors who have previously been to Hanauma Bay, seen the video and signed the repeat 
visitor form (Figure 5.25) in the theatre before 365 days have elapsed may bypass the 
video. Throughout this thesis ‘repeat visitors’ will refer to those visitors who are permitted 
to bypass the theatre. Repeat visitors would be required to approach the repeat visitor 
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information desk located at the entrance to the visitor centre (Figure 5.17). Visitors are 
asked to present a form of identification or write down their name and address so that they 
can be located in the repeat visitor database. The repeat visitor desk receptionist also 
updates the repeat visitor database. If a visitor has signed the repeat visitor form within the 
past day or so the repeat visitor receptionist may have to attempt to locate the visitor in 
the hard copy. Once the repeat visitor has been located in the database their ticket to the 
film is taken from them and replaced by a hand stamp (Figure 5.26) which permits the 
visitor to bypass the film and go directly to the bay. On the way to the bay the visitor must 
present their stamp to the guards on duty. It should be noted that the hand stamp is 
changed on a regular basis to avoid visitor misuse.  
 
5.5.1.1.8 Entrance to the theatre 
Five minutes before a scheduled showing of the video the guard on duty at the theatre 
entrance indicated by the large blue umbrella (Figure 5.27) would call out the time of the 
next showing, inviting visitors with the appropriate ticket to come forward and queue up 
for entrance. Once the guard has collected the tickets visitors are funnelled into the holding 
area (Figures 5.28 and 5.29), where they are asked to wait until volunteers in the theatre 
are ready to open the doors and invite the visitors in. 
Each guard has slightly different techniques and styles of dealing with this process. The 
researcher noticed that visitors appeared more comfortable, accepting, and understanding 
of the process when they were given more information by guards who explained that as 
Hanauma Bay is a nature reserve all visitors are required to watch the orientation video 
before they go down to the bay and that they would be called five minutes before their 
ticketed time for orientation. Visitors who are unable to use stairs such as wheel chairs 
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users, families with prams or pushchairs and visitor who have difficulty walking or tackling 
stairs may go down the slope to enter the theatre from the side entrance (Figure 5.30). 
  
Figure 5.25: Repeat visitor form Figure 5.26: Hand stamp allowing access to the 
bay 
 
  
Figure 5.27: Guard collecting tickets at holding 
area 
Figure 5.28: Visitor holding area prior to entry to 
the theatre 
 
  
Figure 5.29: Visitors being funnelled into waiting 
area  
 
Figure 5.30: Disabled ramp to theatre 
Figures 5.25 – 5.30: Repeat visitors and entrance to the theatre. (source: Original) 
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5.5.1.1.9 In the theatre 
When the doors to the theatre (Figure 5.31) are opened volunteers welcome visitors and 
explain that the film is in English and that if you understand English you do not need a head 
set. If you do not understand English head sets are available in seven other languages. 
Visitors are then asked to move down into the theatre. There are benches at varying 
heights that visitors can lean on whilst in the theatre (Figure 5.32). 
Volunteers welcome visitors to HBNR. Each volunteer has their own approach to an 
opening introduction to HBNR. The content of the speech given also varies between the 
various volunteers and educational staff. Each volunteers explains that:  
i)  HBNR is a non-smoking, non-alcohol facility (If visitors wish to smoke they must go 
up to the car park); 
ii) There are no concessions at the beach and if visitors wish to take their own food 
and drink down to the bay they may do so and that food and drink is available 
to purchase opposite the entrance to the ticket window;  
iii) A shuttle to the bay is available at an extra charge for those who are unable or do 
not wish to walk down to the bay (Figures 5.33 and 5.34);  
iv) Volunteers suggest that if visitors think they may wish to return within 365 days 
they can bypass the film on their next visit by signing the repeat visitor form 
(Figure 5.25) on the desk at the front of the theatre after the film has ended 
(Figure 5.35);  
v) If visitors wish to leave the bay but return again the same day they may retrieve a 
hand stamp (Figure 5.26) from the guard manning the hand stamp station; and 
vi) There is snorkel and locker rental available at the beach. 
In addition to the above some volunteers/educational staff emphasise certain 
environmental and safety aspects by explaining that Hanauma Bay is a nature reserve and 
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that it is very important not to stand on or touch the reef. The volunteers and staff may also 
emphasise this point by explaining that all the rocky areas are reef and if you feel the need 
to stand up please only do so in the sandy areas. To further this concept some volunteers 
would recommend that visitors enter the water in a sandy areas then swim along the edge 
of the reef while looking into the reef area. 
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Figure 5.31: Theatre entrance 
 
Figure 5.32: Inside the theatre and benches 
  
Figure 5.33: Shuttle bus information 
 
Figure 5.34: Shuttle bus 
  
Figure 5.35: Visitors signing the repeat visitor 
form located at the front of the theatre 
 
Figure 5.36: Instructions for repeat visitor form 
Figures 5.31 – 5.36: Theatre and volunteer welcome and introduction. (Source: Original) 
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5.5.1.2 Drawbacks to the HBNR mandatory interpretation programme 
The researcher was made aware of a number of drawbacks to the interpretive programme 
at HBNR. This section details the information generated from interviews and observations 
regarding the identified drawback of the HBNR mandatory interpretation programme. As 
one interviewee explains that “a down side is when we run out of headsets or translators 
might not have had the right language”, which means that these visitors may not have 
understood the themes and messages of the interpretive programme. 
As the introduction is only in English those who do not understand English miss out on the 
explanations and details given by the volunteers. It was also noted that on several 
occasions some non-English speaking visitors did not receive headsets as there were not 
enough to go around or they did not have languages available. Therefore these visitors miss 
out on the information given by volunteers, educational staff and the film.     
On several occasions, whilst conducting questionnaire surveys along the beach, the 
researcher spoke to visitors who had not seen the mandatory video. They explained that 
they had arrived at the bay before the film was being shown.  
The researcher observed that there is contradicting information being presented in the 
video. The video explains that visitors should not touch the reef. However, in the section 
that address visitor safety a visitor is seen walking on the reef. The voice over then explains 
visitors should be careful of stepping off ledges into deeper water.  
 
5.5.1.3 Visitor interaction with mandatory interpretation 
This section details the information gathered from interviews and observations regarding 
visitor interaction with mandatory interpretation. 
It was noted by the researcher that roughly half the visitors would make use of the displays 
and information available in the visitor centre (Figure 5.22). The other half could be seen 
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appreciating the view of the bay from the lookout point just outside the visitor centre 
(Figure 5.19). Others would find somewhere outside the visitor centre to sit and wait for 
their turn to be called to view the video. 
Volunteers have varying styles to their presentations, which vary from simply conveying the 
facts to striving to entertain the visitors by inviting the visitors to be part of the experience. 
This was achieved through an introduction of ‘Aloooooooooooooha!’ allowing the visitors 
to respond in a similar manner.  Volunteers may also engage the visitors by explaining that 
it costs 70c to go down to the bay but $1.00 to go up. This would always receive a good 
response from the audience who would laugh. 
These varying styles appeared to have different effects on the attention levels of the 
audience. Events that suggested that visitors were not giving the video and the volunteer 
introductions their full attention included: (i) talking with friends and family; ii) generally 
looking around; looking after children; (ii) fidgeting, which includes acts such as looking in 
bags, playing with hair, public displays of affection and blowing up inflatable devices; 
mobile phone use; and playing with cameras. It was noted that these events would suggest 
that visitors were perhaps not giving their full attention, and usually occurred during the 
introduction made by the volunteers or education staff while there are no visuals to help 
hold the visitors attention. When the lights go off and the video begins visitors appeared to 
pay more attention, which may be explained by them being able to focus on the visuals of 
the film. However it was noted by the researcher that those who attempted to entertain 
while supplying information appeared to hold the attention of the visitors better than those 
who had a more simple approach to relaying information to the visitors. 
During the interview stages the researcher was informed that on the whole visitors appear 
to be paying attention to the interpretive video whilst in the theatre, however, occasionally, 
at the beginning when visitors enter the theatre some might be on their mobile telephones 
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“checking their texting or messaging but it might be one in a hundred and they very quickly 
log it off.”  The interviewees were in agreement that those visitors who had experienced 
the video before are a little less interested but those who are seeing the video for the first 
time appear to pay more attention. Having explained that visitors seem attentive 
interviewees explained that “a few [visitors] kind of mock it [the video] a little bit but at 
least some of the messages are getting through.” The volunteers interviewed explained 
that they often receive comments, at least once a shift, from visitors who wish to show 
their appreciation of the video. These comments suggest that they have engaged with the 
interpretive video and have been attentive to the videos themes and messages. One 
interviewee explained that “at least once a shift I will get comments of it was a good video 
and they really enjoyed it.” 
One interviewee explained that there is an older gentleman who just stands against the 
wall and doesn’t watch the video, “so you get a few people that are just not going to 
change.”  
All those interviewed felt that the majority of visitors were very attentive to the themes 
and messages in the mandatory film. One interviewee explained that “for a lot of them 
interesting. I think a large percentage of the people pay attention and when they walk out 
of there [the theatre], say thanks that was really nice.” 
One interviewee explained that as “lots more people are into visuals these days the film 
really works...I don’t know if people were getting as much out of their experience as they 
are now with the movie.” This point was reinforced by another interviewee who explained 
that usually they see the visitors watching the film. They explained that “I know they are 
watching it [the film] when they start laughing, I guess it’s a good sign.” 
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5.5.1.4 Mandatory nature of the Hanauma Bay interpretive programme 
This section details the information obtained during the interviews and observations 
regarding visitor reactions to the mandatory nature of the HBNR interpretive programme. 
 
5.5.1.4.1 Prior to the film 
While visitors were waiting outside the theatre the researcher noticed that the majority of 
visitors would be accepting of the wait and would take the opportunity to take in the view 
of the bay (Figure 5.18) and take photographs. Occasionally a small number of visitors 
would attempt to bypass the film. It was noted that on one occasion while the researcher 
was present a group of five visitors attempted to bypass the film by slipping past the guard 
on duty at the theatre (Figure 5.27) (who collects tickets and directs visitors into the 
theatre). They were stopped by the guard, who checks that visitors have a hand stamp on 
their way down to the bay and stamp visitors on their way back up allowing them re-entry 
to the bay on the same day, and sent back to join the other visitors to view the video. 
It was noted by the researcher that some visitors would unknowingly continue past the 
theatre and be called back by the guards on duty. These visitors would often apologise 
saying that they did not realise, that they either did not know that they had to watch the 
film or were confused as to where they needed to be. 
All interviewees felt that visitors vary in their response to the mandatory nature of the 
interpretation at HBNR, with the majority of visitors being relatively impartial, which is 
nicely summed up by one volunteer who explained that “you get a variety of responses, on 
both extremes and most of the people [visitors] in the middle who understand why we are 
doing it.” This was corroborated by an interviewee who explained that some visitors feel it 
is a good idea with most people acknowledging that Hanauma Bay is a nature reserve, and 
appreciates being educated about the bay and how to use the bay safely. “Some people are 
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very happy that we are educating people. People might have been here before and noticed 
how much the reef was being damaged and are very appreciative of the education.” 
The researcher was made aware of a formal comment form that visitors can fill out. The 
researcher was given copies of a selection of comment forms made in reference to the 
mandatory film. The comment form highlights a number of themes, which are discussed 
below.  
Other objections to the mandatory nature of interpretation given by visitors, reported by 
interviewees include: (i) I don’t care about preservation this is just taking up my valuable 
time; (ii) I’m a certified scuba diver I shouldn’t have to see this. 
One interviewee felt that during the summer visitors are prone to getting more frustrated 
because they have to wait longer for the video as they have to queue for entrance then 
wait again for their slot to view the film. During quieter times of the year “where it is more 
relaxed and chilled out they just sort of agree to watch the video.” 
One interviewee explains that “if it is the first time usually they are not too bad, if they have 
to see the video then they are pretty ok with it, generally it is just the people who have to 
see it again that don’t really want to do it because it’s the same video over and over again.” 
 
5.5.1.4.2 Repeat visitors 
Again all interviewees agreed that repeat visitors who are required to view the film vary in 
their response to the requirement to view the interpretive film. One interviewee explained 
that people try to fake their way and say that they had signed the repeat visitor form when 
they might not have or had forgotten that it had been over a year since they had seen the 
video. Examples were given by the interviewee who explained that “some people will call 
peoples bosses and try and wiggle their way in so they don’t have to watch the nine-minute 
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video, but some people are like, we liked it the first time so we will just see it again, but 
mostly it is just somewhere in the middle where they are sort of like that sucks but we don’t 
really have another choice.” Offering a possible reason behind the diversity in the responses 
one interviewee explained that if visitors have to wait 15 minutes to see the film they get a 
little agitated, but if the visitors are able to go straight into the theatre they are generally 
more accepting of the requirement to view the film again. 
It was noted that those visitors that were not found in the database were generally not 
happy about, but were accepting of, the requirement to watch the video again. However, 
some visitors would be less accepting and would show their dislike. Reactions would range 
from a small sigh or comment such as “really, I have to see it again?” to more extreme 
reactions where visitors attempt to argue their way out of the repeat viewing. Whilst the 
researcher was present at the repeat visitor desk the more extreme reactions were rare. 
 
5.5.2 Effectiveness of mandatory interpretation 
5.5.2.1 Visitor questionnaire 
In order to asses whether the pre- and post- visit samples were significantly different,  chi-
squared analysis was performed on the original data presented in Table 5.1; respondent 
demographics such as gender, age, educational level and visiting group size.   
Chi-squared analysis shows that there was no significant difference for gender between 
pre- and post- visit survey samples (χ2=0.19, p= 0.891, p>0.05). No significant difference 
was observed for age between pre- and post- visit survey samples when tested using chi-
squared analysis (χ2=6.42, p= 0.170, p>0.05). A chi-squared test for differences for 
educational level between pre- and post- visit surveys shows no significant difference 
(χ2=4.19, p= 0.123, p>0.05). No significant difference was found for group size between pre- 
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and post- visit survey samples when analysed using chi-squared analysis  (χ2=1.04 p= 0.595, 
p>0.05). 
In order to assess whether the pre- and post- visit samples were significantly different, a 
chi-squared analysis was performed on respondent background, such as previous visits, 
participation in regular coastal or marine leisure activities and employment in an 
environmental job. Chi-squared analysis found that there was no significant difference 
between pre- and post- visit survey samples for the number of visitors who had previously 
visited HBNR – (χ2=0.10, p= 0.919, p>0.05).  No significant difference was found between 
pre- and post- visit survey samples for respondent participation in regular coastal and 
marine leisure activities, when tested using chi-squared analysis – (χ2=0.101, p= 0.751, 
p>0.05). No significant difference was found between pre- and post- visit survey samples 
for employment in an environmental job when tested using chi-squared analysis (χ2=0.515 
p= 0.473, p>0.05). 
No significant difference was present between the pre- and post visit survey samples in 
terms of either demographic characteristics or background information pertaining to this 
research.  
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5.5.2.1.1 Knowledge gain 
The questionnaire included in this study used ‘quiz’ style questions, focusing on the 
acquisition of facts to provide an indication of knowledge gain. Respondents answered quiz 
style questions that related to the formation of Hanauma Bay, its designation as a sea-life 
district and environmental/biological facts.  
Each respondent was given an overall score out of a possible five, with one point awarded 
per correct answer. Descriptive statistics show that respondents from the pre- visit survey 
sample overall mean score was 2.5, but for respondents from the post- visit survey sample, 
the average overall score was 4.4. 
A Mann Whitney U test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that mandatory 
interpretation makes a difference by increasing visitor knowledge. The results were in the 
expected direction and significant: z = -11.749, p<0.05. Pre interpretation respondent 
knowledge scores had an average rank of 87.52, while post interpretation visitor knowledge 
scores had an average rank of 219.24. From these quiz style test we can see that there had 
been a significant knowledge increase in post- visit samples compared to pre- visit survey 
samples as a result of the mandatory interpretive video. 
The results of the knowledge gain aspect of the questionnaire survey suggest that the 
mandatory interpretive video at HBNR did make a significant contribution to visitors’ 
knowledge. Within the quiz style questions, knowledge gain was tested through counting 
the acquisition of facts, and results showed significant differences between pre- and post- 
visit samples in the knowledge of Hanuama Bay and environmental/biological facts. Overall, 
these findings reflect those of other authors who have evaluated interpretation, albeit 
voluntary interpretive programmes.  In a study of the High Moorland Visitor Centre within 
Dartmoor National Park, it was found that a significant increase had occurred in visitors’ 
knowledge in post- visit survey samples (Tubb, 2003). Similarly, Orams (1997) found that 
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there was an increase in correct responses in knowledge gain amongst the post- visit survey 
sample.  
 
5.5.2.1.2 Attitude change 
The questionnaire study evaluated attitude change by asking survey respondents to rate 
their attitude to ten Likert-style attitude statements relating to the natural environment 
and specifically issues relating to Hanauma Bay. Attitude statements were designed to 
reflect the messages being portrayed by the mandatory video, in order to gauge visitors’ 
pre- and post- visit attitudes, and assess whether the messages were being received and 
understood, bringing about changes in visitor attitudes. Answers were rated in terms of 
‘quantifiers’ on a five – point scale, defined by the labels ‘very positive’, ‘positive’, ‘neutral’, 
‘negative’, and ‘very negative’. 
Robson explains that when setting out to identify the attitude of an individual it is 
important not to base it on a single question, instead it should be based on a set of ten or 
more questions. Therefore in order to establish whether an attitude change had taken 
place between pre- and post- visit survey samples each individual was given a score out of 
ten. One mark was awarded for each ‘very positive’ response given. Descriptive statistics 
show that respondents from the pre- visit survey displayed a mean attitude score of 7.6 out 
of ten, whereas the post- visit survey displayed a mean attitude score of 8.3 out of ten. 
A Mann Whitney U test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that mandatory 
interpretation would make a positive difference to the attitudes of visitors towards the 
environment. The results were not significant (z= -1.553, p<0.05). Pre – interpretation 
respondent attitude scores had an average rank of 167.25, while post interpretation 
respondent attitudes scores had an average rank of 184.79.  However the questionnaire 
results suggest that although post–visit survey responses indicate slightly higher scores for 
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their attitude towards the natural environment and Hanauma Bay, the mandatory 
interpretive programme at HBNR did not have a significant effect on visitor attitudes.  
Measuring respondents’ attitudes towards the natural environment proved extremely 
difficult. Most respondents, in both pre- and post – visit survey groups showed a strongly 
positive environmental attitude. Due to the wide discussion of environmental and 
sustainability issues, this result may not be surprising, and as a result respondents were 
able to indicate positive attitudinal responses. This indication of strong positive attitudes 
may be a ‘true’ representation of visitor attitudes towards the environment.  However, 
other authors have suggested that as a result of the wider publication and discussion of 
environmental issues, most respondents know the ‘desirable’ answer to a question about 
environmental attitudes, which therefore makes it is difficult to determine whether a 
response to a question on environmental attitudes actually reflects true attitudes or is 
simply given as the socially/politically correct answer (Orams, 1997). This ‘social desirability’ 
influence may have been significant in this study. 
 
5.5.2.1.3 Behavioural intent 
In order to identify pre- and post- behavioural intent whilst at HBNR, respondents were 
asked to indicate the behaviour they would exhibit when/if they found themselves in a 
particular scenario. Five separate scenarios were given. Each scenario was covered in the 
mandatory interpretive video. Each respondent was given an overall score for their 
intended behaviour. One point was awarded per appropriate environmental/safety 
behavioural response. Descriptive statistics show that the pre- visit survey sample 
respondents displayed a mean behavioural intent score of 4.12 out of 5 where as the post-
visit survey sample respondents displayed a mean score of 4.82 out of five. 
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A Mann Whitney U test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that mandatory 
interpretation would make a positive difference to respondents’ intended behaviour. The 
results were in the expected direction and significant (z = -6.830, p<0.05). Pre interpretation 
respondents’ scores for their intent to behave in an appropriate environmental/safe 
manner had an average rank of 137.58, while post interpretation respondent scores had an 
average rank of 197.61. 
The results of the behavioural intent aspect of the questionnaire survey suggest that the 
mandatory interpretive programme at HBNR did make a significant contribution to visitors’ 
intent to behave in an appropriate environmental/safe manner whilst at Hanuma Bay. The 
questionnaire results indicate that the mandatory interpretive video at HBNR had a 
significant impact on visitor behaviour as a result of making  all visitors aware of the most 
environmentally responsible and  safe ways to behave whilst on the site. 
 
5.5.2.2 Observation and interviews 
Overall, a number of themes emerged from the observation and interview stages of the 
research. Data has been broadly banded into three main categories: (i) visitor behaviour; (ii) 
improvements to the health of the bay; and (iii) possible reasons for inappropriate or 
irresponsible behaviour. Each theme is discussed below bringing together the themes of 
both observations and interviews. 
 
5.5.2.2.1 Visitor behaviour 
Observation revealed that the majority of visitors to HBNR behaved in a responsible and 
appropriate manner with regard to the environment and safety. However, some 
inappropriate and unsafe behaviour was exhibited by a small proportion of visitors. The 
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interviews conducted with management, staff and volunteers sought to explain why this 
might occur on occasion.  
The first interviewees explained that they had examined photographs taken in the 1990s to 
learn how behaviour might have changed since the introduction of mandatory 
interpretation. In the 1990s, visitor numbers had already been reduced through the 
reduction of available parking and volunteers talked to visitors about not walking, standing 
or sitting on the reef.  However, the photographs showed that “at any time the water was 
low enough people would be walking in the water.” HBNR management counted that, of 
the number of visitors who were in the water when the photograph was taken, 49% were 
standing, or walking on the reef and anytime the water was calm enough and shallow 
enough, this was the behaviour of visitors. Further, one interviewee observed that “a bunch 
of them [visitors] have some sort of inflatable ring with them because they were looking at 
Hanauma Bay as some type of water park or amusement park rather than a nature 
reserve.”  It was explained that since the introduction of the mandatory video at HBNR, 
subsequent photographs were taken during similar tidal phases.   By counting the number 
of visitors in the water in the photograph after the mandatory video was introduced, it was 
found that just 2% of the visitors in the water were standing on the reef. The interviewee 
describe that “our feeling is we reduced it [visitors on the reef] from what was consistently 
over 40% of the people in the water down to less than 2% of the people in the water now. So 
that is a drastic reduction. Essentially they just did not know any better - to not walk on the 
reef.”  The interviewee went on to explain that they would like to see even fewer people on 
the reef. However, they were unsure of how to address this issue. Figures 5.37 show a 
number of images of visitors standing or walking on the reef. 
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Figures 5.37: Visitors standing, walking, and sitting on the reef. (source: Original) 
    
Another interviewee explained that when they were in college, almost 20 years ago, they 
witnessed that everyone was “all over the reef” and that in comparison today, there are far 
fewer people exhibiting this type of inappropriate behaviour.  
One interviewee explained that they first came to Hanauma Bay in the late 1960s and early 
1970s and it became a conservation district in 1967, but before that there was virtually no 
control at all. After 1967 there was some control, in that visitors were asked not to remove 
items from the Bay and to behave in certain ways, but visitors were allowed to feed the 
fish: indeed people sold bags of peas and bread crumbs to feed the fish. The interviewee 
explained that HBNR now receives around one million visitors a year and that if all the 
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visitors behaved in this manner nowadays, it could really damage the Bay.   Hence, the 
management introduced the mandatory video in order to educate the visitors. They also 
believed that “it [the mandatory video] really works” and that visitors are able to get far 
more out of their experience now than they were before the introduction of the education 
programme currently in operation.     
The observation stages revealed inappropriate environmental behaviours that were not 
discussed during the interview stages.  The video explains that Hanauma Bay is a nature 
reserve and therefore visitors are not permitted to remove any items from the Bay. 
However, on two occasions while observing from the beach, the researcher noted that 
visitors were seen emerging from the sea carrying pieces of the reef. On occasion, when 
observing from the information kiosk, visitors were heard asking for medical assistance for 
cuts, scrapes, fish bites and sea urchin stings. Visitors would report: (i) that they had cut or 
scraped themselves on the rocks (reef) where they had attempted to swim across the reef 
causing injuries on their hands, chest, or stomach; and (ii) sea urchin stings on their feet as 
a result of walking or standing on the reef. These events occurred infrequently, but despite 
the video advising visitors to avoid standing or touching the reef in any way. However the 
video contradicts itself as discussed in section 5.5.1.2. 
 
5.5.2.3 Effects on the health of the bay 
When asked if they had seen any change in the health of the environment of HBNR since 
the implementation of the mandatory video, the interviewee explained that volunteers and 
researchers had observed corals growing in near shore areas where they had not previously 
been able to survive. The interviewee then described that there used to be a large coral 
head “the size of a desk” in shallow water, about waist deep, but throughout the years it 
has been degraded and was eventually completely destroyed  because it was so close to 
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shore and easily accessible. “In 2001 some scientists came to Hanauma Bay and found that 
the coral was not completely dead, but that there were about eight or nine palm sized 
pieces that were still alive.” The interviewee then explained that while they were 
snorkelling a few days prior to the interview they noticed that this area of live coral is 
growing and spreading out: “those palm size pieces are now serving platter size so it looks 
like we have reduced the pressure on this coral head close to shore to the point where it has 
sustained itself and even begun re-growing and recovering, whereas not so long ago I 
thought it was completely dead. So that’s pretty neat, and rewarding to see. Years ago the 
coral would never of had a chance this close to shore because it would have been trampled 
by now.” The interviewee went on to explain that “the scientist that was doing the study 
said when he started the study ‘don’t be disappointed if coral doesn’t suddenly start 
growing back close to shore because it’s just not the ideal conditions for coral, rich coral 
growth,” but after three years of the study when he was analysing his data he said that he 
may have been wrong in his theory “because we are beginning to see corals on a lot of the 
horizontal surfaces where we never saw them before.” 
 
5.5.2.4 Reasons behind inappropriate or irresponsible behaviour 
Some possible reasons for inappropriate/irresponsible behaviour were given by some of 
the interviewees. One such interviewee said “you know every now and then you can look 
out and you might see some folks standing out on the reef, and I can’t be sure but 
sometimes it seems that it might be the people who didn’t have a good translation of the 
film, or maybe we ran out of headsets, or we didn’t have it in the correct language, so they 
might not have got the message of how important it is.” Later in the same interview, the 
interviewee reiterates this point by explaining that they “think the content of the film and 
the presentation of the film actually is pretty good. The only downside is when we run out of 
headsets or translators or we might not have the right language” but they insist that “it is 
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just the tails and the outliers as opposed to the aggregate.” The interviewee went on to 
explain that sometimes you see people on the reef but it might be because “they are in 
trouble and really have no way to avoid it, or may be taking pictures and just forget, or the 
message might not have gotten through”.  
While observing from the information kiosk, visitors were heard explaining that they did 
not realise that the rocky area was reef and had therefore touched or walked on the reef. 
The researcher noted that the mandatory video does not explain how to recognise the reef 
as the video only tells visitors to not stand on the reef. This may offer an explanation for the 
inappropriate contact with the reef mentioned previously. This point was further reinforced 
during an interview where an explanation for inappropriate behaviour was offered: “when 
people come over to the information kiosk you get the feeling that they know that they 
should not be on the reef but they don’t quite understand what the reef is. I mean that I 
have noticed that the film doesn’t actually describe what the reef is.” This point was further 
re-enforced by one of the other interviewees who explained that before the video they like 
to give a little introduction, allowing them a chance to point out things to the visitors that 
are not included in the video. The interviewee explained that they tell visitors that “it looks 
like rocks out there but we call them live rock because they have food growing on them, 
there is slime that the fish eat, they have corals that other fish eat, everything on there is 
alive.”       
From viewpoints at the top of the Bay and from beachside areas it was observed that a 
relatively small percentage of those in the water at any one time would be standing, sitting, 
or walking on the reef (Figures 5.37 – 5.40). It was noted that these inappropriate 
environmental events including physical contact with the reef occurring more during 
periods of low tide as visitors move across the reef areas instead of swimming through the 
deeper sandy channels. Despite this occurring more often at low tide the number of visitors 
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displaying this inappropriate behaviour was relatively low compared to the number of 
visitors in the water.  
Similar inappropriate / irresponsible visitor behaviour was observed by the researcher while 
snorkelling at HBNR. These included visitors standing on the reef, holding onto the reef and 
pulling themselves across the top of the reef. On occasion visitors were observed walking 
across large areas of reef, but this only occurred during periods of low tide. This point was 
further reinforced during an interview where the interviewee explained that they “always 
see people walking on it [the reef] mostly when it is low tide, but usually those are, I don’t 
want to say usually, but maybe the Japanese tourists because maybe they don’t understand 
when we all tell them not to stand on the reef because of the language barrier.” The 
interviewee went on to explain that “mostly when the tide is out, you see more people 
standing on the reef because they don’t know how to swim around it, or they don’t want to 
swim around it, or they feel trapped. They are usually the snorkelers that can’t swim so 
well.”  
 
5.6 Conclusion 
This chapter began by detailing the first phase research methodology and data collection 
tools. The results were then presented followed by an analysis of the first phase data 
obtained during the field study. Finally, the first phase research highlights were presented. 
The following chapter presents the second phase of research.  
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6.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter discussed the first phase of research, the findings made, and the 
conclusions drawn. This chapter presents the second phase of research. Firstly, a recap of 
the overall phase two research methodology is presented. Secondly, each stage of the 
adapted Delphi methodology is discussed sequentially. This includes a detailed discussion of 
the research tools used, the findings and conclusions drawn.   
     
6.2 Background 
Research has identified the importance of a captive audience when presenting 
interpretation and has shown that there is scope for the inclusion of mandatory 
interpretation to help achieve the goals of sustainable tourism development (See Section 
5.0). A ‘captive audience’ has been identified as one that does not have the option to 
ignore the information presented, as this may lead to the loss of awards or privileges. 
Mandatory interpretation is a term used to describe scenarios whereby visitors are 
required to partake in an interpretative experience prior to gaining access to an area.  
Research indicates that there is scope for mandatory interpretation to help modify visitor 
behaviour through increased knowledge and awareness providing the visitor with the skills 
necessary to behave in an environmentally appropriate/responsible and safe manner (See 
Section 5.5). Research has shown that mandatory interpretation can be an effective visitor 
management tool, if well designed using good quality interpretive media. Research has 
revealed that mandatory interpretation, by creating a captive audience, significantly 
increases visitor knowledge and awareness. By using a mandatory interpretation 
programme resource managers can successfully communicate to the visitor, the tools 
necessary to behave in an environmentally responsible and safe manner. 
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The first phase of research identified some key points regarding the processes involved in 
mandatory interpretation. However, not all sites lend themselves to creating a captive 
audience as easily as those sites with single access points, which are ideal for channelling 
visitors through an interpretation centre. Sites with multiple entry points, have less 
opportunity to channel visitors and restrict entry until compliance with mandatory 
interpretation. 
 
6.3 Aim & objectives 
The aim of the second phase of the research is to explore mandatory interpretation as a 
visitor impact management tool, identifying circumstances under which it is appropriate 
within coastal protected areas with multiple access points.  
Second phase of research objectives: 
 To investigate how, if at all, and under what circumstances coastal protected areas 
might adopt mandatory interpretation into their visitor impact management 
strategy. 
 To explore visitor attitudes towards the mandatory nature of interpretation 
identifying how visitors to a coastal protected area may react to its implementation 
as a visitor impact management tool. 
 
6.4 Phase two research design methodology 
As discussed in Section 4.4.2 the second phase of research was case study based following 
an adapted Delphi methodology.  A three round adapted Delphi technique, including a side 
evaluation, was thought to be the most appropriate research methodology. Figure 6.1 
offers an illustration of the adapted Delphi methodology implemented during the second 
phase of research. The first round was designed as a ‘scoping stage’ using a focus group 
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survey with case study ‘experts’. The first round is discussed in Section 6.6. The second 
round a side evaluation, discussed in Section 6.7, adopted a visitor survey methodology. 
The third round again adopted a focus group survey designed, to allow consensus amongst 
participants to be established. The third round is discussed in Section 6.8.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.1: Phase two research methodology (Source: Original) 
 
This chapter presents and describes the findings from the second phase of research. 
Further analysis and cross-referencing to phase one finding’s as well as to previous studies 
are presented in Chapter Seven. 
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Phase one: Results, analysis, conclusions and recommendations 
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6.5 Study Area: Chichester Harbour AONB  
CH AONB (Figure 4.4) is used in this study as an instrumental case study (see Section 4.4.2). 
As discussed in Section 4.4.2 CH AONB was chosen as an ‘unusual case’, as it was hoped 
that it may help illustrate matters overlooked in a typical case (Robson, 1993). CH is a 
‘unusual case’ study area in that it was designated an AONB in 1964 and is the smallest yet 
most intensely used AONB’s in the south east region of the UK. In addition Chichester 
Harbour is managed by the CHC and key partner organisations through the JAC with the 
consent of local authorities. The Chichester Harbour Conservancy Act (1971, cited in 
Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2009, p. 83) declares: “... whereas it is expedient that the 
said port and harbour, with certain areas of land adjacent thereto of high landscape value, 
and together offering opportunities of improvement for the purposes of recreation and the 
enjoyment of leisure both on land and on water, should be administered by and under the 
control of one authority charged with the conservancy, maintenance and improvement 
thereof as a single entity: and whereas it is expedient in the public interest that for this 
purpose there should be incorporated a new body, to be known as the Chichester Harbour 
Conservancy...” .  Chichester Harbour is therefore an ‘unusual case’ as the CHC is a unique 
organisation in England. 
 Chichester Harbour AONB is located in South East England and covers an area of 74km2 
(Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2009). Figure 6.2 shows area covered by the AONB.  The 
harbour occupies land across the county boundaries of West Sussex and Hampshire. Figure 
6.3 shows the administrative boundaries within the AONB. Chichester Harbour AONB is 
recognised under international, national, and local designations. Figures 6.4, and 6.5 
illustrate: (i) SPA, SSSI and RAMSAR designated areas; and (ii) LNR, SNCI, and SINC 
designated areas.          
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Figure 6.2: Chichester Harbour AONB (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.3: Administrative boundaries within the AONB (source: Original) 
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Figure 6.4: SSSI and RAMSAR designated areas (source: Original) 
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Figure 6.5: LNR, SNCI, and SINC designated areas (Source: Original) 
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6.6 Round one: preliminary focus group survey 
6.6.1 Introduction 
The previous section outlined the second phase research design. This section presents the 
first stage of the adapted Delphi methodology. The section begins by discussing the data 
collection tool. This is followed by the results and a discussion of the findings. Finally, the 
conclusions are drawn.   
 
6.6.2 Aim 
Therefore the aim of this research is to investigate how CH AONB, with its multiple entry 
points, might adopt the principles of mandatory interpretation.  
 
6.6.3 Research tool 
A focus group survey was chosen as the most appropriate data collection methodology. 
Due to the exploratory nature of the research a focus group methodology was adopted as 
this would allow for the collection of qualitative data pertaining to the exploration of 
mandatory interpretation at CH AONB (Figure 6.2). It was hoped that through a focus group 
survey, that allowed participants to further develop their initial thoughts and opinions, it 
would be possible to explore the feasibility for mandatory interpretation at CH AONB. It 
was also hoped that through a focus group survey it would be possible to gain a deeper 
insight into and understanding of the visitor impact issues faced by CH AONB and the 
current or existing interpretation that forms part of the overall visitor impact management 
across the AONB. 
 
6.6.3.1 Recruitment 
A focus group is a technique that involves the use of in depth group interviews, in which 
participants are focused on a given topic (Thomas et al., 1995). Therefore participants were 
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selected on the criteria that they would have an understanding of the study area, 
something to say on the topic and would be comfortable talking to the moderator and each 
other (Richardson & Rabiee, 2001; Burrows & Kendall, 1997). Participants were recruited 
from Chichester Harbour Conservancy AONB management team. Participants were selected 
based on their managerial roles within the AONB. Particular care was taken to ensure that 
each participant had a role that involved dealing with visitor management issues as well as 
the design and management of interpretive material. 
All participants were sent a brief agenda one week prior to the scheduled focus group 
survey. This served to; briefly introduce the researcher; explain the research topic; and 
describe the focus group procedure (see Appendix H).  Reminder telephone calls were 
placed to all participants the day before the scheduled focus group to ensure that each 
would be present. Focus group participants were reminded that the focus group would last 
no longer than two hours.  
 
6.6.3.2 Design 
Before data collection began certain key topics were identified based on: (i) the literature 
reviewed; (ii) the first phase of research conducted on the mandatory interpretation 
programme at HBNR; and (ii) on the comments of members of the steering group consisting 
of the members of the research supervisory team and the Chichester Harbour AONB 
manager. The focus group survey was designed in a semi-structured way, allowing the 
moderator to keep the discussion focused but also to allow participants to discuss topics 
that had not previously be thought of. The structure was designed to allow participants to 
feel more confident and comfortable discussing the key topics. A protocol of topics and 
prompt questions were generated, to enable participants to lead the conversation in ways 
that they chose (see Appendix I). The focus group questions were designed in a way so as to 
provoke more than yes or no responses, and elicit detailed responses whilst not being 
180 
 
leading. Prompt questions were designed, however many of the topics identified in the 
protocol were discussed spontaneously, hence the protocol was perceived as an 
appropriate summary of issues that were important and relevant.  
 
6.6.3.3 Pilot 
The focus group schedule was piloted on colleagues and the supervisory team in order to 
determine the plausibility and understandability of the contents of the schedule including 
the introduction and definition of key concepts. The schedule was then modified 
accordingly before it was administered. Following the pilot further editing of the 
introduction and definitions of key concepts were completed. Appendix I presents the focus 
group schedule and the introductory text is presented in Appendix H.  
 
6.6.3.4 Procedure 
Participants were welcomed. The moderator introduced himself and the research project to 
the participants. The introduction consisted of three main sections; moderators’ personal 
background, research background including key definitions, and key topics for discussion. 
Participants were thanked for coming and informed that the research was being conducted 
as part of postgraduate study at the University of Portsmouth. It was stated that this 
project was examining the feasibility of mandatory interpretation at sites with multiple 
access points. Participants were told that although there were a number of key topics to be 
covered within the session, the conversation would be participant led, in that they would 
be encouraged to discuss the issues they perceived to be relevant and important. 
Participants were reminded that the session would last for one and a half to two hours and 
that there would be a break about halfway through, during which refreshments and snacks 
would be provided. The session began with an ‘ice-breaker’ where participants were asked 
to briefly introduce themselves and describe their role within CH AONB. When all the topics 
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had been broached and participants agreed that they had discussed all of the issues that 
they perceived to be important, the session was ended. After a brief summary and 
conclusion participants were de-briefed and thanked again for their participation. The focus 
group was audio recorded as this is believed to be less intrusive than video recording, and 
therefore less likely to stifle discussion. Audio recording was transcribed and analysed. 
The focus group took place at the CHC office, Itchenor, West-Sussex. This location was 
chosen for convenience as all four of the focus group participants worked from the 
Conservancy office in Itchenor. 
 
6.6.3.5 Participants 
The Chichester Harbour Conservancy Act (1971)  lays down the CHC function as follows: ‘It 
shall be the function of the Conservancy subject to the provisions of this Act to take such 
steps from time to time as to them seem meet for the conservancy, maintenance and 
improvement of: 
(a) The Harbour, for the use of pleasure craft and such other vessels as may seek to use the 
same. 
(b) The Amenity Area, for the occupation of leisure and recreation and the conservation of 
nature and the facilities (including, in relation to the harbour, navigational facilities) 
afforded respectively therein or in connection therewith. (Chichester Harbour Conservancy 
Act; 1971 cited in Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2009)”   
It was thought essential to consult with CHC as they act as the management authority for 
the combined AONB. Therefore, it was though appropriate to discuss the use, or future use, 
of mandatory interpretation as a visitor management technique within the AONB with 
those responsible for “the Amenity Area, for the occupation of leisure and recreation and 
the conservation of nature” (Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2009).   
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Participant Role Responsibilities 
AONB Manager Team management, covering: education, planning, nature 
conservation, interpretation, practical projects, small 
grants fund, and harbour authority functions. 
AONB Officer Managing access and recreation, maintaining public rights 
of way, improvement projects, work with volunteers, 
signage and interpretation production and maintenance of 
interpretive materials. 
Publicity and Information 
Officer 
Website, production of various publications including the 
Harbour News and other information leaflets, and public 
engagement. 
Conservation Officer Nature conservation, ecology, planning applications, 
surveys, interpretation, and Solar Disturbance Mitigation 
projects. 
Table 6.1: Focus group participants (Source: Original) 
 
6.6.3.6 Data Analysis 
Yin (1989) points out that analysis of focus group data consists of a number of stages: 
examining, categorising and recombining the evidence in order to address the initial goal of 
the study. Data collected during the focus group survey was analysed using the suggestions 
made by Bogdan and Biklin (1998). This involved: (i) a read through of the full transcript 
several times in order to get a gist of the discussions of the focus group; (ii) making notes 
on transcript of general ideas or relevant materials; (iii) transcript was edited in order to 
remove data not relevant to the project; (iv) making notes on the edited transcript in order 
to divide responses into four separate categories based on the four lead topic questions 
asked during the focus group; (v) the data was categorised into four topic areas; (vi) making 
notes on the edited transcripts of ideas and themes; (vii) sorting data into themes for each 
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of the four topic categories; (viii) making sense of the broad picture of the data, that fairly 
represents what participants said during the focus group.  
 
6.6.5 Results and analysis  
The focus group was conducted at 10am on Tuesday the 17th of May 2011 and lasted for 
two hours, generating 28 pages of transcription. 
Overall a number of themes emerged from the focus group survey. Data has been broadly 
banded into four main categories: (i) Current Interpretation at CH AONB; (ii) Negative 
visitor impacts or issues within the AONB; (iii) Exploring mandatory interpretation within 
the AONB; and (iv) Exploring other interpretative techniques. Each theme is discussed in 
turn. 
 
6.6.5.1 Current Interpretation of Chichester Harbour AONB 
Participants were asked to briefly describe the current CHC AONB interpretation 
programme. Several topics arose from the discussion: (i) Interpretation themes and 
strategy; (ii) interpretation structure; (iii) interpretive boards and panels; (iv) guided and 
self-guided walks; (v) boat tours; (vi) off-site interpretation; (vii) facilities; and (viii) control 
measures. These topics are discussed below. 
 
6.6.5.2 Interpretation strategy and themes 
It emerged that the overall, long term aim of the CHC AONB management team is to ensure 
that there is not any long term lasting damage to the AONB in terms of the overall interim 
wildfowl and wetlands. As such, respondents explained that the key interpretive theme for 
the CHC AONB is to make visitors or users aware of, and understand that, CH is an AONB. 
Participants also expressed the main interpretive messages of the CHC AONB are being 
focused on: (i) the special landscape and nature of the AONB; (ii) conservation; and (iii) the 
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role that the visitor/user may play in helping to keep the AONB special. It emerged that 
through this, the AONB management team hope that visitors/users newly found 
appreciation will help them behave in a more positive environmental and sociably 
acceptable manner. Although these were the main interpretive goals expressed by 
participants other interpretive goals did emerge. It became apparent that other more 
focused issues would result in interpretive messages based on some specific key topics. 
Ultimately the goal of the interpretation a Chichester Harbour AONB is to “engender a 
sense of pride [in the AONB] even if that is the only message they [visitors] go away with.”  
To sum up the CHC AONB interpretive goals and structure: “Ideally what our interpretation 
information should do, and I hope it does, is have threads that run through it, which are of 
understanding, appreciation and caring for [the AONB] and then depending on how much 
people want to take away or get involved in, you can get extra bits that you can learn,  as 
long as we have that thread running through all of it.” 
 
6.6.5.3 Interpretation structure 
It emerged that the interpretation at CH AONB is produced based on a multi-layered 
strategy. Participants explained that there are several scales to the interpretive provision 
across the AONB. The first layer of interpretation was described as being “hands off”, 
involving methods such as “leaflets or basic interpretation boards/panels scattered 
throughout the AONB.” (Figure 6.6 gives an example of an interpretation board within CHC 
AONB). Then, depending on the location of the message that the AONB management wish 
to convey, interpretive methods or techniques will be “ramped up” to a more detailed 
approach. For example “the Spring at Havant (Figure 6.7) where there are interpretive 
panels and a bit more of an engagement process with people.” The third stage or layer to 
the interpretive structure at CH AONB is one of more “public exposure, where you are 
dealing with people face to face and that can be through the Solar Boat Trip (Figure 6.8) or 
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events and activities run through our activities programme where you have the potential of 
communicating directly with people.”  
Participants used Itchenor as a ‘case study’ to communicate an explanation of the multi-
layered interpretation strategy of Chichester Harbour AONB. Participants explained the first 
layer comprises of visitors arriving at the car park, where they are able to find an 
interpretation panel (Figure 6.9) and a little box containing the harbour news programme, 
which details the walks and activities programmes. The second layer consist of the 
Chichester Harbour Conservancy office (Figure 6.10), where there is an information panel 
outside the harbour office and if visitor choose to do so they may enter the offices where 
there are brochures and leaflets as well as staff on hand to answer any questions that 
visitors may have. In the example of Itchenor, the third layer comprises of the option for 
visitors to attend a Solar Boat Trip (Figure 6.8) where guides give more detailed 
commentaries. Participants explained that this is the type of programme that is replicated 
through various formats depending on what is appropriate.  
 
6.6.5.4 Interpretive boards or panels  
During the focus group discussion participants explained that information/interpretation 
boards have been placed, by CHC AONB staff, at roughtly 40 locations throughout the 
Chichester Harbour AONB. Figure 6.11 shows the key areas or locations of significant 
interpretive panels that are situated at major access points that were highlighted by 
participants. It emerged that these key areas were predominately located where car parks 
exist. The sights highlighted were: Itchenor, Dell Quay, Fishbourne, Bosham, Chidham, 
Princested, Eames Farm, Nutbourne, Emsworth, North Common, and the ferry terminal at 
Bosham (Figures 6.12 -6.23). Participants explained that these sites are the key locations 
that hold interpretive material and are placed in locations through which the largest 
volume of visitors will pass. It also emerged that Hayling Island has fewer of these 
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interpretive locations as the “AONB barely even touches the edges [of Hayling Island] so 
there is therefore very little public access to the shoreline. There are very few coastal 
footpaths so there is much less opportunity for access.” Interpretive boards were also 
identified on Thorney Island, however, participants explained that they were only 
accessible by foot.  
In addition to the interpretive boards or panels it emerged that there are around 50 
locations where the CHC distribute the Harbour News (The Harbour News is a brochure and 
guide that is produced annually by the CHC and is available from January each year. A copy 
is sent to all boat owners who pay annual harbour dues. The Harbour News is also 
distributed to harbour visitors by the patrol staff and through the harbour office, Itchenor, 
sailing clubs, tourist offices and other outlets), as well as other leaflets and publications. 
Participants also identified tourist information centres as locations where the harbour news 
and various other publications could be found. Visitors or users may also purchase the self-
guided walks books from local shops and CHC office, Itchenor. 
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Figure 6.6: Interpretation board 
 
Figure 6.7: The Spring, Havant 
 
 
Figure 6.8: Solar boat trip 
 
Figure 6.9: Itchenor car park interpretation 
panel 
 
 
Figure 6.10: CHC Office, Itchenor  
 
Figures 6.6 – 6.10 (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.11: Locations of key interpretive panels (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.12: Itchenor  
 
Figure 6.13: Dell Quay 
  
Figure 6.14: Bosham 
 
Figure 6.15: Chidham 
  
Figure 6.16: Chichester marina Figure 6.17: Nutbourne 
 
Figures 6.12 – 6.17: Key interpretive panels (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.18: Emsworth Figure 6.19: North Common 
 
 
  
Figure 6.20: Ferry terminal at Bosham Figure 6.21: Langstone Quay 
 
 
Figures 6.18 – 6.21: Key interpretive panels continued (Source: Original) 
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6.6.5.5 Guided and Self-Guided Walks 
Participants explained that there are over 70 guided walks a year stretching across the 
whole AONB that reach around 1500 people directly. It also emerged that there are various 
guided activities and events that cater for many different age groups and interest. Activities 
and walks range from bird watching to long distance walking. Participants explained that 
guided walks are also available through the Conservancies’ “Access for All” programmes 
where they conduct “wheel chair walks and offer something for all abilities and ages.” 
Participants explained that the walks and events programme is outlined in the Harbour 
news publication and on the CHC website.  
Participants explained that self-guided walks had been designed and a book was produced 
that contains all of the self-guided walks available to the visitor. The book of Harbour walks 
titled Chichester Harbour – A Walkers Guide.’ can be purchased for £4 from various outlets 
across the AONB including the CHC office at Itchenor, tourist information offices, Bosham 
craft centre, and at local book shops. Participants also explained that the walks are also 
available to download and print from the CHC website. Participants also added that in 
addition to the walking guide there are panels offering additional information on-route. 
 
6.6.5.6 Boats trips 
Participants explained that Solar Boat Tours run from Itchenor (Figure 6.22) on a scheduled 
programme throughout the year and that full details are available to visitors online from 
the CHC web pages and in the activities programme, which can be found in the CHC’s yearly 
publication called the ‘Chichester Harbour News & Guide’. Visitors wishing to take the tour 
from Itchenor are asked to make an advance booking with CHC Office by making a 
telephone call to the Harbour Office, Itchenor. Between August and September the tour 
boat also operates out of Emsworth (Figure 6.23). This service operates on a “turn up and 
go programme”. Participants explained that the tours leaving Itchenor last one and a half 
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hours and tours leaving Emsworth last for one hour. Both trips are accompanied by a full 
commentary whilst visitors are on board.  Whilst onboard, visitors are relatively captive as 
they cannot easily escape the information being provided. One participant described the 
benefit of having an hour and a half with visitors as “wonderful”. Again it emerged that the 
main theme of the interpretation presented on the Solar Boat Tour is that of the special 
nature of the AONB. However, there are also specialist tours including; Harbour Heritage, 
Harbour Discovery, Eye Spy for families, and bird watching excursions. In terms of 
interpretation, participants explained that whilst visitors are onboard they are given a 
commentary and are able to study the large map and interpretive boards that offer more 
information on the different types of birds that visitors may see in the harbour. “They 
[visitors] can take as much away as they want. If people are happy with a boat trip and a bit 
of commentary and want to leave that is fine.” This was again used as an example to help 
explain the Chichester Harbour Conservancie’s interpretive strategy and structure. 
Participants also explained that there is a second boat tour called the Terror Sailing Trip. 
The Terror Sailing Trip is aboard a restored Victorian oyster vessel and operates from 
Emsworth between Easter and September, weather permitting. Participants explained its 
main focus as being to allow people to experience sailing and the harbour as well as learn 
more from the commentary about the history of Emsworth and the oyster fishing industry.  
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Figure 6.22: Itchenor jetty 
 
Figure 6.23: Emsworth jetty 
Figures 6.22 – 6.23: CHC boat trip (Source: Original)
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Figure 6.24: CHC tour boat origins (Source: Original) 
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6.6.5.7 Off-site interpretation    
Participants explained that although the majority of the interpretation presented by the 
conservancy is on-site they also provide interpretation that may be accessed off-site. For 
example, through the Conservancy website participants felt that they are able to 
communicate, providing interpretation and information, engaging the public before they 
reach the site. Participants explained that the home page to the conservancy website 
houses a short interpretive film which offers the visitors or potential visitors a “brief 
awareness about why the harbour is so special, what its designations mean and what the 
conservancy does.” The aim of the interpretive video is to engender a sense of the special 
nature of CH AONB. 
Participants explained that they had worked closely with accommodation providers, inviting 
the accommodation providers to experience a Solar Boat Tour and learn more about the 
harbour and the work of the conservancy. Through this it was hoped that accommodation 
providers would be more readily able to inform their guests and provide information 
encouraging visitors to get more involved in more sustainable activities such as cycling or by 
taking a trip on the Solar Boat Tour. 
As part of the CHC off-site interpretation participants explained that in early 2010 the 
Conservancy carried out a leaflet drop to every house in and around the AONB. The leaflet 
aimed to engage all residents with the conservancy’s key themes and messages. 
 
6.6.5.8 Facilities 
In terms of facilities that offer some form of interpretative provision it emerged that there 
are four main locations (Figure 6.25). Firstly there is the Harbour Office (Figure 6.26), 
Itchenor which was described as being the “closest thing to a visitor centre.” Participants 
explained that the harbour office at Itchenor acts primarily to serve boat related issues and 
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provide information as part of the harbour authority. The area accessible to visitors was 
described as the reception area and participants indicated that there is a large map of the 
harbour as well as information on tides, weather and a large selection of publications and 
leaflets available to the visitor. Focus group participants explained that some of the 
publications are free, whereas some are available for purchase at a “minimal cost”. It also 
emerged that reception staff are briefed on the events happening within the AONB and are 
on hand to provide visitors with information when needed. 
Secondly, participants explained that the CHC AONB have a permanent interpretive display 
at The Spring, a Havant Borough Council owned arts and heritage centre located in Havant. 
Figure 6.8 shows The Spring, Havant. The permanent display consists of a coastal 
presentation depicting the local coastline and contains tanks that hold coastal animals, 
microscopes and interpretive panels that reveal the types of animals and landscape that 
visitors are likely to find within the AONB (Figure 6.27). Ultimately the aim of the 
interpretation at The Spring is to “get people in Havant to have a connection with their local 
coastline.” It also emerged that there are plans to develop the interpretation at The Spring 
to include information on the history of the Harbours and to make the display more 
interactive through the introduction of a DVD facility. 
Thirdly, participants explained that the Conservancy runs a formal education centre for 
children, young adults, and students as well as acting as a base for many of the public 
orientated activities and events presented by CHC AONB. However, it emerged that the Dell 
Quay education centres (Figure 6.28) main function is formal education. Fourthly, it 
emerged that there are plans for a second education centre at Eames Farm, Thorney Island, 
which will be for “wider public engagement with the focus probably being the farmland and 
the role that farmers play.” At present the Eames farm centre is still under development 
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and will be “more along the lines of targeted, focused, awareness raising activities. Not a 
visitor centre. It will be supported, organised events.”   
 
6.6.5.9 Control measures 
Not all of Chichester Harbour AONB visitor management is interpretation based. During the 
focus group discussion it emerged that visitor control measures are in operation. 
Participants explained that CHC rangers and a Control Team are given powers to make 
people aware that they are being anti-social and may ask them to stop. As part of the 
control measures participants explained that in specific areas across the AONB there are 
signs to inform people of their responsibility whilst on site. For example, there are signs as 
shown in Figures 6.29 & 6.30. 
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Figure 6.25: Chichester Harbour Conservancy facilities (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.26: CHC office, Itchenor 
 
Figure 6.27: Inside The Spring, Havant 
 
 
Figure 6.28: Dell Quay education centre 
 
Figure 6.29: Control measure 
 
 
Figure 6.30: Control measure  
 
Figures 6.26 – 6.30: CHC facilities and control measures (Source: Original) 
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6.6.5.10 Visitor management issues 
Participants were asked to describe the visitor management issues faced by Chichester 
Harbour AONB. Three topics arose from the discussion of visitor impacts on the AONB: (i) 
cycling on footpaths; (ii) dogs off leads; and (iii) sustainable travel. These topics are 
discussed in turn below. Participants felt that the main issues were cyclists on footpaths 
and dogs off leads. These are discussed first.  
 
6.6.5.10.1 Cycling on footpaths 
Cycling on footpaths emerged as one of the main visitor impacts on the AONB. Participants 
explained that there is a “big problem with conflict of interest whereby a large number of 
cyclists are using our public footpaths and the issue is that the public footpaths are only for 
use by people on foot. There is no right of access for anybody on a bike.” Participants 
described the main issues arising from cyclist on footpaths as; damage to fragile footpaths, 
surface erosion, and anti-social behavioural issues. It emerged that the participants felt that 
the main issue relating to cycling on footpaths was one of conflict of use whereby “walkers 
really don’t like to have cyclists on footpaths. They find it intimidating.............and there is a 
safety perspective where you have a cyclist hurtling round a sharp bend and then there are 
people on foot”. 
Figure 6.31 shows the areas highlighted by participants as being stretches of footpath 
affected by cyclists on footpaths. The stretches highlighted are from West Itchenor to West 
Wittering and Prinsted to Nutbourne. However, participants also pointed out that to a 
lesser extent cycling on footpaths happens across the whole AONB. 
Participants explained that research had been carried out to look at the scale of the 
problem in order to identify if cycling on footpaths was a problem or just a perceived issue. 
The research found that on the footpath running from West Itchenor to West Wittering 
there was a real problem as “over a third of visitors on that footpath were on bikes and 
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possibly even higher. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the figure is even higher.” 
Participants explained that they felt that cycling on footpaths between Prinsted and 
Nutbourne was a perceived issue as research showed that “less than ten percent of 
footpath users were on bikes.” 
Participants felt that people were cycling on footpaths between West Ichenor and West 
Wittering as a circuit can be cycled as the footpath joins up with the AONB’s only 
designated cycle route called the Salturns Way (Figure 6.32). It was also felt that a lot of the 
cyclist on the footpath between West Itchenor and West Wittering are local residents that 
have been using the footpath for years as it is a more direct and quicker route than the 
Salturns Way. 
In terms of management, participants explained that cycling on footpaths is a “very 
difficult” issue to manage because the Chichester Harbour Conservancy AONB are 
attempting to promote access for all by making footpaths accessible to people in 
wheelchairs. However, improving footpaths makes cycling more accessible. It also emerged 
that there are legal restraints as to where you can put up barriers. Participants explained 
that new barriers cannot be introduced; only existing barriers can be replaced. Participants 
felt that these restraints made managing cyclists more difficult. 
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Figure 6.31: Cycling on footpaths (Source: Original) 
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Figure 6.32: Salturn’s way cycle route (Source: Original)
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6.6.5.10.2 Dogs off leads 
The second area of concern that emerged from the discussion was that of dogs off leads. 
Participants explained that research, called the Solar Recreational Disturbance Mitigation 
Project, has been carried out to better understand the effects of recreational disturbance 
on nature conservation and in-particular birds. It emerged that the early results suggest 
that walkers with dogs off leads are probably the main cause of disturbance as “something 
like 57% of cases of birds being disturbed is by walkers with dogs off leads.” Participants 
highlighted (Figure 6.33) an area of footpaths showing the location of most concern in 
terms of the impacts of dogs off leads. It emerged that the area highlighted in Figure 6.33 is 
under a dog control order that was introduced as mitigation for a planning application at 
Graylingwell, just north of Chichester. 
Participants explained that a few elements would come into play under the dog control 
order. It was explained that the dog control order itself is the strict element whereby dog 
control officers/wardens can enforce an order that dogs must be kept on leads. Participants 
explained that the second element is that Chichester District Council will be producing 
interpretation for the area under the dog control order. 
Dogs off leads are an issue seen by participants as one that is going to grow over the 
coming years. This is because participants felt that “the AONB is going to start to see 
pressure from development along the northern border of the AONB and it would appear 
that the dog control orders bought in by Chichester District Council will be replicated across 
the northern border of the AONB.” 
Participants also felt that the CHC AONB team have a better understanding of how to deal 
with the dogs off leads issue and feel that the conservancy are better positioned than 
Chichester District Council to get the message across to visitors. It emerged that 
participants felt that those walking their dogs are not “visiting Chichester Harbour because 
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it is beautiful and scenic and got birds, it is that for a lot of them, it is just somewhere to 
walk their dogs and they were quite vocal at meeting at Fishbourne that they didn’t give a 
stuff about the birds, they wanted to walk their dogs and that was it.” 
Dog fouling was highlighted by participants as one of the visitor impact issues within the 
AONB. It emerged that there is a dog fouling order for the whole of Chichester District, for 
every footpath, which gives dog control offices the power to fine anybody who allows their 
dog to foul the footpath. However participants explained that there are “only two dog 
control officers for the whole district [Chichester District], so their actual time on ground is 
very limited.” 
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Figure 6.33: Dogs off leads (Source: Original) 
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6.6.5.11 Sustainable transport    
Participants explained that one of the issues that the Conservancy are facing is how to get 
people out of their cars and use more sustainable forms of transport. Participants explained 
that “something like 2500 cars a day use the A286 between Chichester and West Wittering 
creating an eight mile tail back [during the summer months] as the whole of Itchenor grinds 
to a halt.”  
Participants commented that ideally part of the CHC aspiration is to try and promote a 
message of sustainable transport. However, participants felt that a major restriction to this 
is that the rural transport network is “non-existent” and that visitors are unable to take a 
bike which means that people either drive or cycling on a mixture of footpaths and the 
Salturns Way. 
It emerged that in an attempt to reduce peoples’ reliance on cars CHC AONB team aim to, 
where possible, start and finish walks and events near the transport hubs of Chichester and 
Emsworth or provide mini-bus transport to encourage people out of their cars. However 
participants described it as “an uphill struggle.” 
 
6.6.5.12 Mandatory interpretation 
Participants were asked if they felt that mandatory interpretation could be used as a visitor 
management technique at CH or for areas or zones within CH AONB. Therefore the topic of 
mandatory interpretation has been divided into two main topics: (i) mandatory 
interpretation for the whole of CH AONB; and (ii) mandatory interpretation for areas or 
zones of CH AONB. 
 
6.6.5.12.1 Mandatory interpretation for Chichester Harbour AONB 
Although mandatory interpretation was seen as a “very good idea” there were concerns 
amongst participants that mandatory interpretation would not be a viable option for the 
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whole of CH AONB. The main issue that participants could foresee in the implementation of 
mandatory interpretation at CH was that there are “so many access points. It would take a 
great deal of closures to public footpaths and public rights of way in order for this type of 
interpretation and visitor management technique to work for a site such as Chichester 
Harbour.”  
Participants explained that because CH AONB is owned by many different bodies and that 
CHC is just one of the bodies that has management responsibility for it they are only able to 
control areas under their responsibility. Therefore, participants explained that they felt that 
they do not have the necessary control to implement mandatory interpretation across the 
AONB. These sentiments were summed up by one respondent who stated “resources such 
as financial constraints and staffing would be an issue but the biggest issue, again, is the 
massive number of entrance points and the lack of a captive audience, or even the ability to 
make every visitor captive through a single access point. We are just not able to close off 
public rights of way and there are a myriad of public rights of way throughout the AONB.” 
 
6.6.5.12.2 Mandatory interpretation for areas or zones of Chichester Harbour 
AONB 
Participants highlighted two areas or zones where mandatory interpretation could be 
implemented if there were particular visitor management issues associated with the area. 
Firstly, Thorney Island (Figure 6.34) was highlighted as a potential area/zone for mandatory 
interpretation. Participants described that Thorney Island is a Ministry of Defence site and 
therefore anybody wishing to use the coastal footpath around the southern part of the 
Island are restricted by security gates. Visitors are required to supply personal contact 
details before they are granted permission to pass through two security gates allowing the 
visitor access to the coastal footpath around the southern part of Thorney Island. 
Participants felt that it would be possible to introduce an interpretive element to visitors 
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whilst they are being held at the security gates creating a captive audience and a 
requirement to view some form of interpretation. 
However, participants explained that Thorney Island does not suffer the visitor impact 
management issues that CH is finding challenging in terms of dog walkers and cyclists. 
Participants did express an interest in mandatory interpretation for Thorney Island if at any 
stage the area suffered any visitor management issues to the same extent as that being 
faced elsewhere within the AONB. For example, “if we ever had the same sort of issues we 
are grappling with in other areas of the AONB present on say Thorney Island then 
mandatory interpretation is certainly something we would want to look at in more detail. 
I’m not sure what type of interpretive technique we would use but I guess it would depend 
on the issues being faced and the type of audience.” 
The second location that was highlighted as an area where mandatory interpretation could 
be implemented is at East Head (Figure 6.34). Participants felt that at a certain location, 
where there is a pinch point through which visitors must pass in order to get East Head, 
could act to funnel visitors through some form of interpretation. However, again 
participants felt that although it would be possible to introduce mandatory interpretation 
to East Head it is not something they would particularly consider at this time as the area 
does not currently suffer any visitor management issues to the same extent as other areas 
of the AONB. Again participants felt that if at any point East Head did suffer visitor 
management issues to the same extent to those of dogs of leads at Fishbourne (Figure 6.42) 
or cyclist on footpaths between West Itchenor and West Wittering (Figure 6.39) then 
mandatory interpretation is something that CHC would consider in more detail in the 
future. 
Thirdly, participants suggested that car parks located throughout the AONB, where visitors 
must walk through a single access point, could be possible locations for mandatory 
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interpretation. The suggested locations were: Itchenor; Bosham; Emsworth; South Street 
and on the Salturns way (although the Salturns way is not a car park). These sites are 
highlighted on Figure 6.34. Participants felt that all the suggested locations could have 
some form of mandatory interpretation, however, due to perceived financial and staffing 
needs participants felt that it would be more appropriate to use a more temporary 
engagement strategy whereby mandatory interpretation or more captive audience 
interpretation is presented at certain car parks or location on certain days, focusing the 
interpretation on certain user groups. 
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Figure 6.34: Possible areas/zone for mandatory interpretation (Source: Original) 
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6.6.5.13 Exploring interpretive techniques 
Several topics arose whilst exploring interpretive techniques. Possible interpretive 
techniques that could be implemented at CH in reaction to the visitor impacts that were 
discussed earlier in this chapter were explored by the focus group participants. Topics 
discussed included: (i) a future interpretive strategy; (ii) audio-visual material; (iii) talking 
notice boards; (iv) self-guided audio tours, podcasts and mobile phone applications; (v) 
information boards; (vi) tour bus; (vii) ferries; (viii) travelling visitor centre; and (ix) funding. 
 
6.6.5.14 Future interpretation strategy 
It emerged that the future interpretation strategy for CH AONB will involve “moving away 
from the written word towards something more palatable and accessible like video [audio-
visual] interpretation.” In addition participants discussed that within any future 
interpretation it is important to keep people interested and engaged by constantly 
updating the information being presented. As part of this participants felt it was important 
to make interpretation seasonal so that it is relevant to people/visitors and what they are 
seeing on site. Participants should provide feedback to visitors explaining how, through 
their actions they have helped preserve the AONB. 
 
6.6.5.14.1 Audio-visual presentation 
Participants considered audio-visual material as a means to communicate the CHC 
messages to visitors. In-particular participants considered audio-visual material as a 
method of communicating to dog walkers about recreational disturbance issues. 
Participants felt that by reducing their reliance on the written word and focusing instead on 
“painting a picture” for visitors, they may better understand the messages presented. A few 
topic areas arose. Firstly, participants felt that it would be important to employ a 
professional wildlife cinematographer in order to achieve the shots necessary to 
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communicate the video or audio-visual material to AONB users. Secondly, participants 
discussed a number of methods that could be used to disseminate the video or audio-visual 
material to AONB users. Methods included: (i) press releases; (ii) presentation through the 
CHC website; (iii) through partner organisations such as the two local authorities of West 
Sussex County Council and Hampshire County Council; (iv) targeting local parishes; (v) 
through posting on YouTube; (vi) film nights in local parish halls; and (vii) film nights using a 
local mobile cinema. 
 
6.6.5.14.2 Audio boards 
It emerged that participants had considered the possibility of using audio boards to 
communicate CHC messages at key points. Audio boards were thought also to assist in the 
access for all initiatives as audio boards would help communication with partially sighted 
visitors and those with learning difficulties. Participants referred to the Queen Elizabeth 
Country Park within the South Downs National Park to help explain the possible uses of 
audio boards within Chichester Harbour AONB.  
  
6.6.5.14.3 Self-guided audio tours 
Participants explored the possibility of using audio tour interpretation, whereby visitors use 
audio equipment/mobile phone applications to access specific information along 
mapped/sign posted walks. It was thought that this method of interpretation would allow 
visitors to hear important information specific to their location or interest.  
 
6.6.5.14.4 Mobile phone applications 
Participants discussed the option of using mobile phone applications as a method to 
communicate to visitors to CH AONB. However, participants explained that they understand 
very little as to the details of such technology so were therefore unable to discuss what 
214 
 
could be included with the applications. It was agreed amongst participants that in order to 
progress further with the discussion of this method supplementary literary research would 
need to be conducted. 
 
6.6.5.14.5 Podcasts 
Podcasts were considered by participants who felt that downloadable commentaries would 
be an engaging method, which provides the opportunity for self-guided walks 
communicating key themes and messages. Participants felt that they could use podcasts to 
enhance the current self-guided walks that are available to purchase in book form or 
available to download through the CHC website. Participants felt that a major requirement 
for the communication of information via podcasts would be the careful selection of a 
narrator as the voice and personality of the narrator is important for successful 
engagement with visitors.   
 
6.6.5.14.6 Chichester Harbour bus tour 
It emerged CHC had previously been awarded a large heritage lottery fund. The money 
received was used to set up a bus for ramblers. The project was called the “Harbour Bus”. 
The bus was introduced with the aim of transporting ramblers around the harbour so that 
they did not need to perform circular routes or use their cars. Participants explained that 
unfortunately the project only lasted a “couple of years” as CHC were unable to make the 
project cost effective as they were unable to undercut the existing transport providers. 
Participants provided further reasons as to why the previous “harbour bus” project was 
unsuccessful. There was only one bus in operation and the route taken meant travelling up 
and down each of the peninsula’s which meant that that there was a very low take up by 
the public as they found it long, tedious and overpriced. However, participants felt that the 
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tour bus scheme was a good concept if given a large funding injection bid over many years 
but felt that a bus tour project was not high on the CHC list of priorities. 
 
6.6.5.14.7 Ferry interpretation  
It emerged that a ferry runs from Bosham to Itchenor under private ownership. The ferry 
operates during the summer months and the journey takes only two minutes. Participants 
felt that this offered the opportunity to pass information on to visitors/users of the AONB. 
Participants felt that the ferry offered the opportunity to hand out a short interpretive 
leaflet about Chichester Harbour AONB. Due to the quick journey time leaflets were 
thought to be the most appropriate form of interpretation.  
It also emerged that there is a professional tour boat that offers a regular harbour tour out 
of Itchenor under private ownership by a company called Chichester Harbour Water Tours. 
Participants felt that this could offer a great opportunity for interpretation. In particular 
participants felt it was important to pursue engagement with Chichester Harbour Water 
Tours in order to ask them to help communicate some of the themes and messages of the 
CHC. Participants explained that in previous years the CHC had previously had a “good 
relationship” with Chichester Harbour Water Tours and had previously been able to sell the 
Harbour Walks book produced by the conservancy. However, since being under new 
ownership the relationship has been less successful. Participants felt that it would be 
important to renew the relationship as it offers a great opportunity to help deliver some of 
CHC themes and messages. 
 
6.6.5.14.8 Roaming visitor centre        
It emerged that participants and Chichester Harbour AONB had previously considered a 
roaming visitor centre. However, the project was not believed to be viable, as after costing 
it was felt that staff time and therefore wages would have brought costs above those 
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available to the Conservancy. Participants explained that if the AONB ever received another 
Lottery Heritage Fund grant and could afford the staffing cost as the Conservancy would be 
interested in perusing the project further. One participant explained that “I think it is a 
lovely idea, really nice. We would love to do it if we could but it is something we would have 
to get a lot of funding for.” 
 
6.6.5.15 Funding 
Participants explained that for CHC AONB, financial funds are very restricted in terms of the 
interpretive programmes that they can put in place. Participants felt that CHC AONB 
needed to begin thinking about the larger information dissemination public engagement 
project, which would involve needing to attract a larger amount of funding. Participants 
explained that the new CHC director comes from a charitable trust background and 
therefore has experience of seeking funding. This may help the CHC to acquire funds 
allowing them to peruse some of the interpretive projects discussed here, and in particular 
participants showed interest in the roaming visitor centre interpretive delivery method as 
they felt that this method would allow them to engage with a large and varied selection of 
users.     
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6.7 Round two: visitor questionnaire survey 
6.7.1 Introduction 
The previous section discussed in detail the first round of the adapted Delphi methodology 
(See section 6.5). This section presents the second round of the adapted Delphi 
methodology. The section begins by discussing the data collection tool. This is followed by 
the results and a discussion of the findings. Finally, the conclusions are drawn.   
 
6.7.2 Aims & objectives 
The aim of this stage of the research was to explore visitor attitudes towards the 
mandatory nature of interpretation and identify how visitor may react to aspects of its 
implementation as a visitor management tool within Chichester Harbour AONB. Thus the 
objectives were to:  
 explore visitors thoughts and opinions regarding the mandatory nature of 
interpretation provision; and 
 explore visitors thoughts and reactions regarding aspects of good practice for 
mandatory interpretation. 
 
6.7.3 Research tool 
A structured on-site visitor survey was chosen as the most appropriate data collection 
methodology. Due to the exploratory nature of the research an open-ended visitor 
questionnaire survey was developed, as this would allow for the collection of qualitative 
data pertaining to the exploration of visitor attitudes towards mandatory interpretation at 
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) (figure 4.3). “At the core of 
fieldwork is not the collection of facts, or the controlled observation of objective facts but 
rather the deeper holistic experience of learning about the lives, behaviours and thoughts of 
others” (Emerson, 1983, p.1).  It was hoped that through asking a series of open-ended 
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questions respondents would be able to respond in detail, in their own words, with 
information they deem important to their own experience of CH AONB, and how that may 
be influenced by mandatory interpretation. It was also hoped that through a structured on-
site survey it would be possible to gain a deeper insight into, and understanding of, visitor 
attitudes towards mandatory interpretation and how they may react to aspects of its 
implementation within the CH AONB. 
 
6.7.3.1 Generating and collecting data using open-ended visitor interview surveys 
The qualitative research reported here draws on visitor attitudes and reactions to the 
mandatory nature of interpretation, and its possible implementation within CH AONB. To 
explore the above aims and objectives a study was devised using qualitative methods. A 
basic tenet of qualitative methodology is to attempt to understand more about what the 
respondent deems important to them. In order to do this the qualitative method stresses 
the diversity and variability of social life and is concerned in capturing the myriad of 
perspectives of participants in the social world (Hammersely, 1989). 
 
6.7.3.2 Design 
A structured survey schedule was developed based on the literature, on the in-depth semi-
structured focus group survey conducted with members of the CH AONB management 
team and on the previously identified best practice findings from the first phase of research 
at Hanauma Nay Nature Reserve, Hawai’i (Appendix F). The structured face-to-face survey 
used in this study was designed to enable the interviewer to ask the respondents questions 
sequentially following a predetermined schedule (Fin et al., 2000). It was decided to use a 
structured survey so that responses could be standardised.  The survey was designed to 
determine visitor attitudes towards the mandatory nature of interpretation and its possible 
implementation within Ch AONB.   The structured survey schedule consisted of six sections. 
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Firstly, an interviewer completion section was included in order to keep a record of 
interview completion, including the interview location, date and time. Secondly, an 
introduction to the interview survey was a fundamental part of this research. Due to the 
nature of the subject it was important to introduce the topic of mandatory interpretation in 
a brief yet eloquent manner. Thirdly a section was included to establish respondent usage 
of CH. The fourth section was incorporated to establish respondent attitudes and reactions 
to the mandatory nature of interpretation. Fifthly, a section was built-in to ascertain 
respondent attitudes and reactions to the possible introduction of mandatory 
interpretation through various means at Chichester Harbour AONB. The six and final section 
of the survey schedule set out to gather some demographic data regarding respondents 
usage of Chichester Harbour AONB and offer the respondent an opportunity make any 
additional comments regarding the survey or mandatory interpretation within Chichester 
Harbour AONB. The interview integrated qualitative and quantitative questions. The 
quantitative questions were closed format questions. The majority of closed questions 
were incorporated in order to establish the respondent’s initial reaction. These were 
followed by additional qualitative questions designed to gain a deeper understanding of the 
respondents reasoning and thoughts related to their initial reaction. The qualitative 
questions were open-ended and responses were guided by the visitors own experiences 
and opinions. Appendix I presents the Chichester Harbour visitor survey schedule.   
 
 6.7.3.3 Pilot survey 
The survey was pre-tested on visitors to CH AONB. The purpose of pre-testing the 
structured survey schedule was to help determine the plausibility and understand-ability of 
the contents of the survey, including the formulation of scenarios and the description of 
mandatory interpretation. The survey schedule was then modified accordingly before it was 
administered in the actual survey of visitors to CH AONB.  
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The structured visitor survey was piloted at the locations identified in Figure 6.43. On 
average between two and three interviews were completed at each location. In total 21 
responses were obtained. Three people declined to be interviewed explaining that they did 
not have the time to spare. One respondent refused the use of a Dictaphone and five 
recordings were heavily affected by wind noise which resulted in the Dictaphone needing to 
be abandoned.  
Following the pilot survey of the CH structured survey one question was added to the 
survey schedule. The question included at this stage was as follows:  
If you were particularly interested in visiting a specific area of Chichester Harbour would you 
be willing to take part in some form of on-site training, such as a short video presentation or 
guided introduction, before you were granted access? 
This question was then followed by a follow up question, which was dependent on the 
respondent’s previous answer. The follow up questions added at this stage were as follows: 
A) Could you tell me why you would be willing to participate in some form of on-site 
training before being granted access? 
B) Could you tell me why you would not be willing to participate in some form of on-
site training before being granted access? 
In response to the high levels of wind noise that affected the quality of the voice recordings 
during the pilot survey it was decided to abandon the use of the Dictaphone and 
concentrate on note taking. Notes were taken by the interviewer on the survey schedule 
itself. The interviewer took great care, where possible in taking down the exact words used 
by the respondent. 
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The survey lasted between 20 and 30 minutes in length per respondent. Although this is 
longer than recommended for on-site visitor survey it did not appear to impact too heavily 
on the responses obtained, as respondents were, on the whole, happy to complete the 
questionnaire. 
 
6.7.3.4 Data collection: sampling procedure 
Direct face-to-face survey’s with CH visitors were conducted in order to obtain direct and 
useful data to inform a best practice plan for the use of mandatory interpretation as a 
visitor management tool within Ch AONB.  Face-to-face surveys with respondents were 
carried out as this allowed the interviewer to ask open-ended questions. Following a pilot 
survey data was collected between July and September 2011 through direct face-to-face 
on-site visitor surveys. The sample population were selected using a non probability 
convenient sampling method. A system of approaching the fifth person after completion of 
the previous survey was adopted (Stewart et al., 1998), asking local residents and tourists 
to participate in the study. The sampling procedure does not therefore represent an 
absolute random sample of visitors to CH AONB over this particular research period. Nine 
sample points in CH AONB were chosen to conduct the face-to-face survey (Figure 6.35). 
The survey locations represented the main areas of visitor traffic. The interview locations 
were chosen based on several criteria. Criteria for selection were: i) popular locations for 
both local and non-local visitors; ii) relatively high concentration of visitors; iii) locations 
offering a good spread of locations across the AONB; and iv) those that were identified by 
CH AONB managers as appropriate locations for survey completion. Visitors were asked to 
participate in a interview survey. Interviews lasted between 20-30 minutes per respondent. 
Notes were taken by the interviewer on the survey schedule itself. Nine interview locations 
were selected and approximately 12 visitor surveys were completed at each site (Stewart et 
al., 1998). 
222 
 
Figure 6.35: Data collection locations (Source: Original) 
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6.7.3.5 Data analysis 
The qualitative aspects of the fieldwork were post coded. The majority of this data was in 
the nominal order, so most of the analysis is described using percentages. A description of 
the profile of this sample is detailed later. Responses pertaining to initial reactions of 
visitors were again analysed using descriptive statistics and percentages. The qualitative 
aspects were transcribed. The qualitative data was subsequently analysed using Microsoft 
Excel and manual techniques looking for key words and themes. Data analysis of the 
qualitative data consisted of a number of stages: (i) examining the evidence; (ii) 
categorising the evidence; and (iii) recombining the evidence in order to address the initial 
goals of the study. Data collected during the visitor surveys was analysed using suggestions 
made by Bogdan and Beklin (1998).  
The first stage involved a read through of all the transcripts of all of the structure interview 
responses several times, in order to get an understanding of the responses given. Stage two 
involved making notes on transcripts of general ideas and relevant material. During stage 
three transcripts were edited in order to remove data not relevant to the project. Stage 
four involved making notes on the edited transcripts in order to divide responses into 
separate issue categories according to the lead issue questions asked during the visitor 
interviews. In stage five data was edited and categorised into the issue categories. Stage six 
involved making notes on the edited transcripts of ideas, themes, relationships between 
themes, allowing data to be sorted into themes for each of the issue categories in stage 
seven. Stage eight involved making sense of the broad picture of the results and 
constructing a ‘narritive’ that fairly represents what participants said during the interviews.   
 
 
 
 
224 
 
6.7.5 Results and analysis 
This section presents the results of the questionnaire survey. Firstly respondents visitation 
data deemed to be pertinent to the study are presented. Subsequent to this the findings of 
each question are presented sequentially, along with a detailed analysis of the results.  
 
6.7.5.1 Visitation information pertinent to the study 
Nine data collection locations were selected as discussed previously. An average of 11.4 
questionnaires were completed at each of the chosen locations. The demographic data 
deemed to be pertinent to the study are presented in Tables 6.2 and 6.3. Table 6.2 presents 
the sum of the total number of responses obtained across the nine locations. Table 6.3 
presents a breakdown of the responses obtained from each of the nine locations.  
As seen in table 6.2 a total of 103 questionnaire responses were collected, the total number 
of females (57.28%) was slightly more than males (44.72%).  Local visitors accounted for 
43.69% of respondents and 36.89% were domestic day visitors. Overnight visitors 
accounted for the remaining 19.42%. Just one respondent indicated that they were an 
overseas visitors staying for one night or more. Thus for the purpose of analysis domestic 
and overseas visitor responses were combined. Most (39.80%) of respondents indicated 
that they visit/use recreationally Chichester Harbour at least once a week, followed by once 
a year (19.42%) and occasionally (18.45%). A breakdown of the responses collected at each 
of the nine locations is presented in table 6.3.   
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Visitor information pertinent to the study Frequency (N=103) Percentage % 
Gender   
Male 44 44.72 
Female 59 57.28 
Visitor type   
Local resident 45 43.69 
Domestic day visitor 38 36.89 
Overseas day visitor 0 0 
Domestic visitor staying one night or more 19 18.45 
Overseas visitor staying one night or more 1 0.97 
Frequency of visitation   
At least once a week 41 39.80 
At least once a month 8 7.77 
At least every two months 3 2.91 
Occasionally (1-6 times a year) 19 18.45 
Rarely (once a year) 20 19.42 
First time visitor 12 11.65 
   
Table 6.2: Chichester harbour respondent visitation (Source: Original)
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 Data collection locations 
Visitor information pertinent 
to the study 
West-wittering 
and East Head 
Itchenor 
Chichester 
Marina 
Bosham Hoe Bosham Fishbourne Emsworth Thorney Island Havant Marina 
Number of questionnaire 
completed 
 
No. 15 14 13 13 12 7 14 8 7 
Gender  
Male 6 6 7 6 6 2 6 3 2 
Female 9 8 6 7 6 5 8 5 5 
Visitor type  
Local resident 4 4 5 7 5 6 6 5 3 
Domestic day visitor 5 5 7 3 6 1 4 3 4 
Overseas day visitor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Domestic visitor staying one 
night or more 
6 5 1 3 1 0 3 0 0 
Overseas visitor staying one 
night or more 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Frequency of visitation  
At least once a week 2 3 4 7 6 6 6 5 2 
At least once a month 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 2 
At least every two months 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Occasionally (1-6 times a year) 6 2 4 0 2 0 1 1 3 
Rarely (once a year) 4 6 1 2 1 1 4 1 0 
First time visitor 3 1 0 2 2 0 3 1 0 
Table 6.3: Chichester harbour breakdown of respondent visitation by data collection location (Source: Original)
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6.7.5.2 Respondent reactions to mandatory interpretation 
 
Figure 6.36: Respondent reactions to mandatory interpretation (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.36 shows that 55.34% of visitors interviewed felt that they would react 
unfavourably to mandatory interpretation that allowed access to environmentally sensitive 
areas of Chichester Harbour. Many commented that mandatory interpretation would be 
unnecessary, inconvenient, and insulting. One respondent declared ‘Insulting, irritating, 
inconvenient. Completely 100% unnecessary. You don’t need to force that sort of thing on 
people. Just hand out a leaflet...I would go somewhere else.’ Others explained that they had 
no desire to visit environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour AONB explaining 
that ‘It would probably annoy me but I don’t really want to go to any environmentally 
sensitive areas. I just like to go to a few places with the family. You know places like 
Emsworth and Itchenor. I understand why you might want to put it [compulsory training] in 
but for me it would be irritating.’ Some respondents felt that ‘it [interpretation] doesn’t 
need to be compulsory at all. I think most people know more than you think about keeping 
the environment safe. I would be put off if it were compulsory but I would probably just do it 
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anyway if it were voluntary.’ Others had concerns over how mandatory interpretation 
might affect their family members explaining ‘I wouldn’t mind but my children and their 
children, my grand children, might not like this. It is ok for us old fogies who want to know 
more but I know my children wouldn’t want that and they have children who wouldn’t sit 
still for that sort of length of time. Children fight and moan if they are not entertained don’t 
they.’   
44.66% of respondents felt that they would react favourably towards mandatory 
interpretation that allowed access to environmentally sensitive areas. One respondent 
declared ‘Oh yes, that [mandatory interpretation] would be quite fine. The harbour is well 
worth protecting. Oh Yes.’ Reasons for visitor’s positive reaction include: (i) that they would 
appreciate knowing more about Chichester Harbour AONB; (ii) that negative impacts on 
visitor enjoyment would be reduced; (iii) negative impacts against nature would be reduced 
and (iv) that they know in advance that training was required. One respondent stated that ‘I 
would certainly agree with any training that will reduce impacts on the harbour, so yeah 
visitor training will be great... People would be more aware and that can only be a good 
thing.’ However, many gave provisos’ that the interpretation would have to be 
entertaining, interesting and short in length, as well as kept to those areas deemed to be 
particularly environmentally sensitive, or that the compulsory training would open up areas 
that are not currently assessable to the public. One respondent explained that ‘If it was 
somewhere very important environmentally then maybe that would be ok. As long as it is 
interesting and entertaining I wouldn’t mind [compulsory training]. Oh and as long as it is 
short, you know 15-20 minutes would be fine.’ Another respondent stated ‘that [mandatory 
interpretation] seems fair as long as it is for areas that are not already open to me. Yeah 
that would be ok. If it were for areas I can already use then perhaps not ’ Another stated ‘I 
am a member of the friends of Chichester Harbour and I think that if I got access to more 
environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour I would be happy to have that trade 
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off between going to those areas and having to undergo some sort of compulsory training.’  
Others felt that they would react favourably as long as the compulsory training does not 
interfere with the areas that they frequently use. One such respondent declared that ‘It 
would be ok I guess. But if it interfered or stopped me from walking my dog in the areas we 
currently go then no’.     
 
 
Figure 6.37 Breakdown of respondent reaction to compulsory training based on visitor type. 
(Source: Original) 
Figure 6.37 demonstrates that day visitors (65.78%) would appear to be more likely to react 
unfavourably towards mandatory interpretation compared to local residents (46.66%) and 
overnight visitors (55%). This could be a due to inconvenience resulting from the perceived 
time it would take to complete the training. Many felt that ‘I come here for my holidays and 
on my days off I don’t want to spend it being told to do this and do that.’   Others explained 
that ‘it [mandatory interpretation] would be a bit irritating if I wasn’t aware before I arrived 
at a place but if It was advertised and I could plan it into my day I wouldn’t really mind. I like 
to learn more about a place anyway.’ 
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6.7.5.3 Is mandatory interpretation reasonable? 
 
Figure: 6.38: Is mandatory interpretation reasonable (Source: Original) 
Figure 6.38 demonstrates that 66.02% of respondents feel that the introduction of 
mandatory interpretation is reasonable for those wishing to access more environmentally 
sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour AONB. A respondent explained that ‘the harbour is a 
very special place that should be protected. ‘This [mandatory interpretation] seems like a 
reasonable means through which to protect those areas that are most sensitive’  Many felt 
that it is important for those wishing to access environmentally sensitive areas to know 
more about the area they are visiting appreciate the value of natural areas and have an 
understanding of their impacts. Many respondents agreed that it ‘seems reasonable to ask 
those who wish to use the more sensitive areas to know about what they are looking at and 
how they should use the area.’ Others explained that mandatory interpretation would be 
beneficial as ‘people these days don’t know about the pressures they put on an area and 
how the things they do might affect an area. Training would really help reduce the damage 
and perhaps help make areas more sustainable in the long run.’ Again provisos were given 
in that respondents felt that mandatory interpretation was reasonable ‘as long as it is for 
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areas that are not already open to me’ and that ‘it would have to be only for the really 
sensitive areas and if it interfered with how I use the harbour and the places I go most 
regularly to walk my dog then I really wouldn’t be please.’  
33.98 % of respondents felt that mandatory interpretation for those wishing to access more 
environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester harbour is unreasonable quoting reasons 
such as ‘not at all [reasonable]. Completely unnecessary. If people want to visit those 
[environmentally sensitive] places, just give them a leaflet.’ Some further explained that 
‘there should be more trust in people. Everywhere is becoming a nanny state. It is ridiculous 
to even suggest we should get training on how to enjoy somewhere.’ Others felt that 
through mandatory interpretation ‘you would be preaching to the converted. Only those 
who really wanted to see it would visit and they are probably already very knowledgeable.’ 
Some respondents also felt that ‘only those who are damaging the area should be trained. 
Why should we all be tarred with the same brush?’      
Figure 6.39 illustrates that day visitors (60.56%) are more likely to feel that mandatory 
interpretation is unreasonable than local residents (22.22%) and overnight visitors (10%). 
Again this could be due to the perceived inconvenience of mandatory interpretation in that 
day visitors explained that they have a relatively short period of time on site and felt that 
training would impact greatly upon their visit.   Some explained that ‘if it affected my time 
here and I couldn’t do what I wanted to then I doubt I would be that keen on coming back.’   
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Figure 6.39: Break down of respondents’ opinions regarding whether mandatory 
interpretation is reasonable for environmentally sensitive areas. (Source: Original) 
 
 
6.7.5.4 Perceived effect that mandatory interpretation might have on respondent 
visits. 
 
Figure 6.40: Respondent’s perception on the effects of mandatory interpretation on their 
visit/enjoyment. (Source: Original) 
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Overall, figure 6.40 illustrates the opinions regarding the perceived impact of mandatory 
interpretation on respondent visits. Opinion was evenly divided among those respondents 
who felt that mandatory interpretation would have a positive (49.51%) or negative 
(50.49%) impact on their visit to CH AONB.  
Many respondents that expressed that mandatory interpretation would enhance their 
experience by improving their knowledge of the area and by reducing the negative impacts 
resulting from other visitors against the conservation aims of CH and against other visitors. 
However, provisos were given in that respondents felt that ‘if it [mandatory interpretation] 
were in areas we can already go without training we really would not be happy. If it were 
like that then we would probably just go somewhere else. If it were for areas that we do not 
currently have access to then we would like it.’ Again respondent felt that the interpretation 
would have to be entertaining and informative so that the interpretation becomes more of 
an experience than work, especially where children are concerned. One respondent 
articulated that ‘I think I would really enjoy it. For several reasons really. First of all I would 
be learning something new and that would be great. Secondly I would get to see some 
beautiful places. I would know more about the place I am visiting and the things I am 
seeing. I guess they are all fairly selfish reasons really. Umm,  knowing that the place I am 
visiting is being protected would also be a major bonus, but you would have to make sure 
that it [the interpretation] was entertaining otherwise people may start to resent it.’     
Respondents that felt that mandatory interpretation would impact negatively on their 
enjoyment of the harbour deem that ‘ it [mandatory interpretation] is very insulting. To say 
we don’t trust you so you must be trained how to behave. No that is really not on.’ Others 
were in agreement in that ‘It [mandatory interpretation] would annoy me. If I knew that this 
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was going to be in operation in the place I was going I would probably change my mind and 
go elsewhere. So it would completely disrupt my enjoyment as I just wouldn’t come’ 
 
Figure 6.41: Breakdown of respondent’s perception on the effects of mandatory 
interpretation on their visit/enjoyment. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.41 shows that day visitors (65.79%) were more likely to feel that mandatory 
interpretation would impact negatively on their enjoyment of CH AONB (than on local 
residents (46.67%) and overnight visitors (30.00%), expressing that ‘I just want to enjoy my 
holiday and see what I want to see without being told to watch this or do that otherwise 
you are not coming in.’ Others articulated their disapproval by explaining ‘I think it would 
interrupt my trip slightly, especially if I wanted to come on the spare of the moment visit to 
a particular site that was effected by restrictions for interpretation or training. ’ Many day 
visitors felt that mandatory interpretation would greatly impact against their enjoyment of 
Chichester Harbour as they expressed the view that they would no longer visit.  
Figure 6.41 also illustrates that overnight visitors were far more likely feel that mandatory 
interpretation would have a positive effect (70%) on their enjoyment of CH AONB.  
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Overnight visitors explained ‘I imagine a lot of people would be a rather unhappy about it 
but I for one would be very happy. I consider myself to be very aware of the damage 
possible by inappropriate behaviour, but when you visit somewhere new you may not know 
what effect your might have. I would be happy to know that little bit more.’   
 
6.7.5.5 Perceived effect of mandatory interpretation on Chichester Harbour AONB  
 
Figure 6.42: Respondent’s perceived thoughts regarding the effects of mandatory 
interpretation on CHAONB. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.42 shows 62.14% of respondents feel that mandatory interpretation would have a 
positive effect on the area. Respondents believed that visitors would behave more 
responsibly as a result of interpretation, thus reducing visitor impacts on the site. One 
respondent explained ‘If the training were for the sensitive areas then training would, I am 
sure work wonders. People will know what they should and shouldn’t do and the area will 
be better protected.’ In addition to this some suggested that as a result of the 
interpretation being mandatory, fewer people would visit the site resulting in a decrease in 
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visitor volume related impacts. For example ‘you would probably get less visitors, but then 
that might not be a bad thing. Those who are less interested and perhaps less 
environmentally friendly would be put off. I guess a result of that would be better 
protection.’   
37.86 % of respondents feel that the site would be negatively affected as a result of 
mandatory interpretation. Respondents expressed concern that ‘you [CH AONB] would get 
less visitors, I wouldn’t come and I should think that the area would lose out financially as a 
result.’     
Additionally, three points arose. First, many respondents expressed concern as fewer 
passing footfall would visitors would visit explaining that ‘it [the environmentally sensitive 
area] would probably be better protected as a result [of mandatory interpretation] but you 
would lose out on a lot of income as only those people that were really interested would 
come. Less people would come just if they were passing by.’ Second, visitors commented 
that the management of Chichester Harbour would have a very difficult decision to make. 
Respondents suggested that ‘less people would come and the area would lose out on a lot 
of money. The management would have to decide between better protection and financial 
gain.’ Thirdly some feel that mandatory interpretation would be futile as ‘people don’t 
really listen to that sort of thing [interpretation] it would be a complete waste of time. You 
would still get people leaving dog faeces and letting their dogs off leads. It is a waste of 
time.’ 
Figure 6.43 shows that day visitors are more likely (57.89%) to feel that mandatory 
interpretation would have a negative effect on the area than both the local residents 
(26.67%) and overnight visitors (25.00%). Again this may be a result of the perceived impact 
that mandatory interpretation would have on their visit. As we saw in the previous section 
many felt that they ‘would go somewhere else. Somewhere training isn’t required.’ Thus 
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many day visitors feel that ‘at the end of the day people would still do what they want. The 
area won’t be any better protected. You would just get fewer visitors and then local 
businesses would suffer.’   
 
Figure 6.43: Breakdown of respondent’s perceived thoughts regarding the effects of 
mandatory interpretation on CHAONB. (Source: Original) 
 
6.7.5.6 Training and Interpretation 
Figure 6.44 shows that 55.34% of respondents indicated that they would not be willing to 
attend a briefing and video at a training centre. Several reasons were mentioned. First, 
respondents explained that they were not interested in visiting sensitive areas thus lack the 
desire to visit. Second, respondents expressed their displeasure in mandatory 
interpretation, explaining ‘I wouldn’t want to be lectured at so I just wouldn’t go to those 
areas.’ Third, respondents indicated that it would be inconvenient as ‘it would mean having 
to go out of our way, travel, probably by car to some place just for training. That would 
surely only add to pollution. All that unnecessary travel.’ Fourth, again some respondents 
explained that mandatory interpretation is ‘insulting’ thus they would ‘go somewhere else.’ 
Finally, visitors are reluctant to participate in mandatory interpretation at a designated 
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location as ‘that sounds a lot like a works training event. This is our leisure time we are 
talking about.’ 
 
Figure 6.44: Respondent’s thoughts regarding a briefing and video at a training centre. 
(Source: Original) 
 
44.66% of the respondents indicated that they would willing attend a briefing and training 
video. ‘Yes. That would be a nice way of doing it. It would give me the opportunity to ask 
questions and discuss important issues with those who know more about the harbour than I 
do.’ However, they explained that this would be on the condition that the training ‘would 
have to be at the place that you were going...at each site, specific to that site. I wouldn’t 
want to turn up and be told I had to go somewhere else for training only to then have to 
come back.’ Others suggested that they would only attend on the proviso that ‘it was 
entertaining or interesting, wasn’t too long or two far away then, yes, that would be fine.’ 
Additionally others mentioned that they would be happy to attend a training session at a 
specified location, as long as it gave them access to areas that are not currently open to the 
public and they were particularly interested in visiting. Furthermore visitors explained that 
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their attendance would also be based on whether or not the ‘times and dates were 
convenient.’   
 
Figure 6.45: Breakdown of respondents’ thoughts regarding a briefing and video at a 
training centre. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.45 shows that day visitors are less likely (73.68%) to attend such training than local 
residents (40.00%) and overnight visitors (55.00%). Many day visitors explained that as they 
are only visiting for a short period of time it would be unrealistic to travel to a training 
centre then to the area of interest. For example one respondent explained ‘we do not come 
here that often so that would be very inconvenient especially if it were only a few days a 
year. It would be very unlikely that we would be around and I wouldn’t make a special trip 
for it.’  
In comparison local visitors explained ‘that would work really well for me. I am local and 
use the harbour a lot so a 365 day pass to some of the most special places would be great. 
Similarly overnight visitors stated that ‘we are down for a week or so at a time, so if a few 
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minutes of training means that we can then enjoy the harbour for the rest of our stay, and 
possibly the next year, well that would be great.’ 
6.7.5.7 Online training 
 
Figure 6.46: Respondent’s thoughts regarding online training. (Source: Original) 
Figure 6.46 illustrates that 67.96% of respondents indicated that they would be unwilling to 
participate in online training granting them a 365 day pass to environmentally sensitive 
areas of CH AONB. Several respondents reiterated that the feeling that the concept of 
mandatory interpretation is unnecessary, an insult to their intelligence, and that they were 
unlikely to wish to visit more environmentally sensitive areas. For example one respondent 
expressed ‘I don’t really like the whole idea, so no I would just go somewhere else.’ Many 
respondents gave more detailed responses indicating reasons for their unwillingness to 
participate in online training. Many explained that online training was not a practical 
solution, as this would require the visitor to plan ahead meaning that spur of the moment 
visits would become difficult. ‘It would be bad if you turned up and you were turned away 
because you hadn’t done online training. That would be really inconvenient. You couldn’t 
just turn up on the day.’ Others stated that online training ‘sounds a lot like the online 
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training things I have to do at work. I really don’t want to have to do them in my own time.’ 
Others explained that they would prefer more guided experiences stating ‘I would enjoy 
and learn more if it were more personal.’ Additionally some respondents exclaimed ‘oh no, I 
don’t have a computer. That wouldn’t be good at all.’   
Just 32.04% of respondents indicated that they would be willing to participate in online 
training granting them a 365 day pass to environmentally sensitive areas of CH AONB. 
Respondents who indicated as such explained that online training would be more 
convenient, stating that ‘that [online training] would be even more convenient. I could do it 
in my own time before I even leave the house.’ Furthermore some respondents stated that 
‘if I had to, that would be ok, but if I turned up and was told I couldn’t come in because I 
hadn’t done online training I’d be really pissed off.’ Others explained that they would do the 
online training, but it would ‘not be something I would want to do. I’d just do it because it is 
necessary, so I probably wouldn’t pay too much attention to it.’    
 
Figure 6.47: breakdown of respondents’ thoughts regarding online training. (Source: 
Original) 
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Figure 6.47 demonstrates that opinion towards online training is similar across each visitor 
type. However, additional comments were made. Day visitors and overnight visitors 
explained that ‘we usually turn up then decide what to do so doing online training would be 
very difficult. Training would have to be on-site, at the entrance to each site.’ Others 
explained ‘that [online training] would be better as I could do it before I came away but if I 
didn’t know I was coming to these areas then that wouldn’t be too good. Perhaps you could 
have computers available on-site that I could use for training.’  
 
6.7.5.8  On-site training 
 
Figure 6.48: Respondent’s willingness to undergo on-site training. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.48 illustrates that 82.52% of respondents would be willing to take part in some 
form of on-site training at the entrance to a site before being granted access. Many felt that 
having some form of interpretive experience located at the entrance to each site would 
enhance their experience explaining that it ‘would be brilliant to receive some sort of guided 
talk or something that would make it all the more worthwhile going.’ Others explained that 
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on-site interpretation located at the entrance to each individual site would be the most 
convenient option. For example one respondent explained ‘something on site would be the 
most convenient for visitors........On-site would be great especially as we came on the spur 
of the moment.’ Others suggested that they would not be too keen on the idea but felt that 
if they were particularly interested in visiting the site then they would have to partake in 
training first. ‘I suppose I would have to would not I but I wouldn’t be happy about it.’ 
However, respondents gave several provisos. First, respondents explained that the 
requirement would have to be well advertised/publicised. One respondent stated ‘I would 
want to know that I had to do training in advance. It would have to be well advertised so I 
could plan for it. If it came as a shock I’d be pretty annoyed.’ Second, the respondents felt 
that the interpretation provided would have to be ‘entertaining and interesting, something 
that would keep the kids occupied.’ Finally, Respondents felt on-site training would only be 
acceptable if ‘the trainingwas site specific, so we know what it is that is special about it and 
what we can see and experience.’ Other respondents explained that ‘I would probably get 
something out of it as long as it was interesting and told me what to look for.’    
Just 17.48% of respondents are unwilling to partake in some form of on-site training at the 
entrance to a site, before being granted access. Respondents explained that they ‘would go 
somewhere else that won’t insult my intelligence by asking me to do training.’ 
Figure 6.49 illustrates that overnight visitors (95.00%) were more likely to willingly partake 
in on-site interpretation at the entrance to a site than both local (82.22%) and day visitors 
(76.32%). This could be explained as overnight visitors chose to holiday in the Chichester 
Harbour area, and as such desire to learn more about the places they visit. Many explained 
that interpretation ‘at the entrance to a place would be great...I would be able find out 
more about the place and get information on what I could see.’ 
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Some respondents made additional comments regarding on-site mandatory interpretation. 
Some suggested that ‘if you had the interpretation at the entrance, you might get a lot 
more people who just come for the hell of it, and that are not that interested in wildlife.’ 
Furthermore some explained ‘oh yeah actually a site would have been even better. Maybe 
you could get a pass for that site. It would be much better, especially if you just happen 
upon a place.’  
 
 
Figure 6.49: Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to undergo on-site training. (Source: 
Original) 
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6.7.5.9  Annual training and updates 
6.7.5.9.1 Annual Training 
 
Figure 6.50: Respondent’s willingness to undergo annual training. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.50 illustrates that 73.79% of respondents indicated that it is unreasonable to 
require visitors to re-attend training once every 365 days, before being issued with a repeat 
pass. Many respondents explained that ‘once should be enough...It [annual training] is 
probably a little excessive. People have a better memory than that, especially if they are 
interested enough in the site to do the training in the first place.’ Others stated that annual 
training is ‘unnecessary and insulting to be told something over and over again.’  
Additionally figure 6.51 demonstrates that day visitors (78.95%) and overnight visitors 
(85.00%) were more likely than locals (64.44%) to express that it is unreasonable to require 
visitors to re-attend training once every 365 days before being issued with a repeat pass. As 
overnight and day visitors generally use Chichester Harbour less often than local visitors, 
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they feel that ‘It would be very inconvenient for us to do training every year’ and suggested 
that ‘perhaps a yearly update would be better...a email or online update maybe.’    
26.21% of respondents indicated that it is reasonable to require visitors to re-attend 
training once every 365 days, before being issued with a repeat pass. Some respondents 
explained that they ‘see things change all the time so it would be very important to keep 
people up to date.’ Provisos were given by those respondents who believe that it is 
reasonable to require visitors to re-attend some form of training. First, respondents stated 
that re-training is reasonable if ‘it were a case that things had changed then it would be 
more accepting. If it were just a repeat then maybe not’ and/or that ‘It [annual training 
would have to be interesting otherwise people may start to resent it’    
Some respondents made the additional suggestion that ‘perhaps 2-3 years would be more 
appropriate.’  
 
 
Figure 6.51: Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to undergo annual training. (Source: 
Original) 
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6.7.5.9.2 Content change and additional training 
 
Figure 6.52: Respondent’s willingness to participate in training given significant content 
change. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.52 shows that 63.11% of respondents indicated that they would willingly attend 
training if the content of the training material changed significantly. Some explained that 
updates ‘seem reasonable, if things have changed and people are told then I think they 
would be more accepting and appreciative.’ Many explained that it is reasonable given 
certain conditions. First, respondents stated that they feel that training updates are 
reasonable ‘as long as it was just an update and not just repeating what I have already been 
told’ or the previous information ‘became out of date.’ Second respondents explained that 
training updates would be reasonable ‘if new places where opened up’ as respondents 
‘would want to know about it.’  
Additionally many respondents understood why updates would be needed but suggested 
that ‘it [training updates] would be better if it was just an email update’ or ‘online update.’    
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36.89% of respondents indicated that they would be unwilling to attend training if the 
content of the training material changed significantly. Again some expressed their 
displeasure stating that they feel that it is ‘unnecessary’ and ‘insulting’. Others offered 
further explanations ‘nothing changes that much. No. If it is important just send out a 
leaflet or something... put up signs.’ 
 
Figure 6.53: Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to participate in training given 
significant content change. (Source: Original) 
 
Figure 6.53 illustrates that local residents (73.33%) and overnight visitors (75.00%) are more 
willing to attend a training update compared to day visitors (44.74%). Day visitors explained 
that that they ‘do not come to the area that often’ thus feel that training updates would be 
‘inconvenient.’ Conversely local and overnight visitors may find training updates more 
convenient as ‘we come here every year so that would be fine’ or ‘we live here and use the 
harbour a lot so that really wouldn’t be too much hassle.’    
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6.7.5.10 Additional interpretation 
 
 
Figure 6.54: Respondent’s desire to receive additional interpretation. (Source: Original) 
Figure 6.54 illustrates that 66.02% indicated would like to receive further information 
packages reinforcing the messages contained in the training and detailing the areas into 
which your pass allows you access. Respondents stated ‘that would be good.....something 
to recap on the important information between visits.’ Others explained ‘that is a great 
idea. You could recap yourself at any time and you could have information available to you 
whenever you want it. I guess you could take it with so you could know more about what 
you are seeing and where to go.’      
Many made suggestions as to how they would like to receive further information. Some 
respondents recommend that ‘a leaflet’ or ‘a brochure would be good.’ Others proposed 
that a brochure or leaflet update be sent by ‘e-mail‘ or ’postal mail.’ Several suggested a 
‘secure login online, a members area...so that you can print off information as and when 
you require it...You could have online games for kids too.’     
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33.98% of respondents indicated that they would not like to receive further information 
packages reinforcing the messages contained in the training and detailing the areas into 
which your pass allows you access. Some explained that they ‘wouldn’t like to receive 
anything like that...I am not really interested in this sort of stuff [environmentally sensitive 
areas]. I just want to have a nice day out.’ However, many suggested that they would prefer 
to receive a leaflet instead of training. One respondent stated ‘instead of training just give 
me a leaflet.’ Others explained stated ‘just give me a leaflet then I can decide whether it is 
worth knowing or not. Don’t force me to watch environmental films or sit me down like at 
school, it’s insulting.’ 
 
Figure 6.55: Breakdown of respondents’ desire to receive additional interpretation. (Source: 
Original) 
 
Figure 6.56 demonstrates that local visitors (73.33%) and overnight visitors (90.00%) are 
more likely to wish to receive further information packages than day visitors (44.73%). Day 
visitors that indicated that they would not like to receive further information explained that 
they had little interest in knowing more about the places they were visiting as ‘we just come 
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here to relax, we don’t need this sort of thing.’ Others felt that as they do not visit very 
often any information they were given would not be used as ‘it would probably just end up 
in a bag or bin.’ 
6.7.5.11 Willingness to pay 
 
Figure 6.57: Respondent’s willingness to pay for mandatory interpretation. (Source: 
Original) 
 
Figure 6.57 illustrates that 53.40% of respondents indicated that it would be reasonable to 
charge a nominal fee in order to cover programme costs and the issuing of a 365 day pass. 
Some respondents explained that a small fee would be reasonable as mandatory 
interpretation would help benefit the sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour and/or enhance 
the visitors’ experience. For example one respondent explained that ‘as long as the money 
was put to good use...it was used to not only making the area more sustainable, but also to 
increase our enjoyment as visitors.’  Others explained that if visitors wish to use the 
sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour they should know about the effect they may have. ‘I 
guess that [a nominal fee] for areas that need to be protected, and those who use them 
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should pay for that protection. They are the one that want to use it and they are the same 
people who will want to use it in ten years time.’ Others sympathised with the concept of 
mandatory interpretation declaring ‘I suppose you have to cover your costs, but I wouldn’t 
want to pay a lot.’  
Many respondents provided conditions of payment. First, respondents would only be 
willing to pay: (i) ‘if it wasn’t a lot of money’; (ii) ‘if the area concerned really needed 
protection’; (iii) ‘if we only have to pay for the adults, not for the children’; (iv) if ‘you could 
get some sort of reduced parking permit at the conservancy car parks’ or ‘a discount card 
like the national trust.’; (v) ‘if it [mandatory interpretation] could be proven to be significant 
and that you were able to give information back to us.’ 
Many respondents suggested that asking for a donation to be made may be more 
appropriate, given the financial strain already placed on people. One respondent explained 
that ‘I would be happy to make a donation that I felt was appropriate, but would hate to be 
charged a fee as that would make me feel a little bit uncomfortable.’  
46.60% of respondents feel that it would be unreasonable to charge a fee in order to cover 
programme costs and the issuing of an annual pass. Many expressed reluctance to pay for 
something that they do not wish to participate in, exclaiming ‘you want it [mandatory 
interpretation], you pay for it.’  Others state ‘definitely not. Everything costs so much these 
days I am definitely not paying for something I don’t even want.’ Others offered more 
detailed explanation as ‘I am not paying for that, it’s a bit of an insult to say you have to do 
this thing that you don’t want to do and you have to pay for it. That’s a bit of a cheek.’  
Figure 6.58 demonstrates that local (64.22%) and overnight visitors (60.00%) were more 
likely that day visitors (36.84%) to feel that it is reasonable to charge a fee for mandatory 
interpretation and the issuing of an annual pass. Many of the day visitors explained that 
they already have numerous financial outgoings whilst visiting somewhere like Chichester 
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Harbour, explaining ‘we have travelled a long way to get here and it has cost a lot of money 
already in travel and parking then we are going to need food in a bit.’ However, many 
explained that they would be happy to make a donation. 
 
Figure 6.50: Breakdown of respondents’ willingness to pay for mandatory interpretation. 
(Source: Original) 
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6.8 Round three: Convergence focus group 
6.8.1 Introduction 
The previous section discussed in detail the second round of the adapted Delphi 
methodology (see section 6.7). This section presents the third round of the adapted Delphi 
methodology. The section begins by discussing the data collection tool. This is followed by 
the results and a discussion of the findings. Finally, the conclusions are drawn.   
 
6.8.2 Aim 
The aim of this research was to progress towards consensus regarding how, if at all, 
Chichester Harbour AONB with its multiple access points, might adopt the principles of 
mandatory interpretation.  
 
6.8.3 Research tool 
The third stage, as discussed here, allowed feedback to be presented to the experts 
participating in the focus group survey, as feedback is thought to be critical for the long 
term trust and validity of the study (Runeson & Höst, 2009). The findings from the first and 
second round were reported to the focus group participants in the form of a feedback 
document that presented the research highlights (JI). A focus group survey was adopted as 
the most appropriate research tool, as this would allow participants to address the findings 
from previous rounds and allow progression towards consensus. This allowed the AONB 
managers to give their thoughts, opinions, and reactions to the findings of the first round 
focus group and the second round visitor survey and discuss the applicability of the findings 
to the management of visitors at CH AONB. See section 6.6.4 for the theory behind 
generating and collecting data via focus groups. 
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6.8.3.1 Recruitment 
The participants from the first round of research were again contacted and asked to 
participate in the second focus group survey, as this would allow them to review their 
previous comments and the findings from the visitor survey leading the research towards 
consensus. All participants were sent a brief agenda and feedback document one week 
prior to the scheduled focus group survey. This served to: (i) recap the research topic and 
focus; (ii) explain what research had been completed to date; and (iii) present the first and 
second round research highlights. The document also served to explain the purpose of the 
focus group survey, by explain that their presence was requested for an hour long focus 
group survey that aimed to gain their thoughts regarding the findings presented to them. 
Reminder telephone calls were placed to all participants the day before the scheduled 
focus group survey to ensure that each would be present. Participants were reminded that 
the focus group would last no longer than one hour.  
 
6.8.3.2 Design 
Before data collection began, key points were identified based on the first and second 
rounds of the adapted Delphi methodology. The focus group survey was designed in a semi-
structured way, allowing the moderator to keep the discussion focused but also allowing 
participants to discuss topics that had not previously been thought of. The structure was 
designed to allow participants to feel more comfortable and confident when discussing key 
topics. A protocol of topics and key questions were generated, to enable participants to 
lead conversation. The research schedule is presented in Appendix K. The focus group 
questions were designed to provoke more than just yes or no responses and elicit detailed 
responses whilst not being leading. Prompt questions were designed, however many of the 
topics identified were discussed spontaneously. 
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6.8.3.3 Pilot 
The focus group schedule was piloted on colleagues and the supervisory team. The 
schedule was then modified accordingly before it was administered. Following the pilot, the 
wordings of some of the questions were altered in order to avoid any leading statements.  
 
6.8.3.4 Procedure 
Participants were welcomed. The moderator re-introduced himself and provided a recap of 
the research project. The introduction consisted of four main sections: (i) a brief recap of 
the research topic/area; (ii) key definitions; (iii) a brief explanation of the research 
highlights to date; and (iv) an outline of the aims of the focus group survey. Participants 
were thanked for taking part. It was stated that this focus group aimed to gain the 
participants thoughts regarding the first and second round findings. Participants were told 
that although there were a number of key topics to be covered within the session, the 
conversation would be participant lead; in that they would be encouraged to discuss the 
issues they perceived to be relevant and important. Participants were reminded that the 
session would last no longer than one hour. When all topics had been discussed and 
participants agreed that they had considered all of the issues that they deemed to be 
important, the session was concluded. The focus group was audio recorded. The audio 
recording was transcribed and analysed (see Section 6.6.4 for the method of focus group 
analysis). The focus group took place at the CHC Office, Itchenor, West-Sussex. This location 
was chosen for convenience, as all participants work from the Conservancy office.  
 
6.8.5 Results and analysis 
The focus group was conducted at 9am on Thursday the 15th December 2011 and lasted for 
one hour, generating 13 pages of transcription. 
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Overall a number of themes emerged from the focus group survey based on the 
participants thoughts regarding the findings generated during stages one and two of the 
adapted Delphi methodology conducted at CH AONB.  
 
Firstly, participants were asked to consider the research highlights identified from the first 
stage of the adapted Delphi methodology, the opening focus group survey. Participants 
where then invited to verify whether these highlights were accurate and converge on the 
issues at hand. The focus group participants were able to clarify that the research highlights 
accurately represented their thoughts regarding the issues discussed.  
 
Secondly, participants were encouraged to discuss each of the research highlights identified 
during the second stage of the adapted Delphi methodology; the side evaluation of visitor 
perceptions towards mandatory interpretation.  Having been presented with the thoughts 
of the visitors to CH AONB, focus group participants were invited to consider the findings 
and refine their collective judgement. In the light of the research highlights focus group 
participants were able to apply the findings to their situation as managers of CH AONB. The 
thoughts and opinions of participants are discussed here. Themes have been identified 
based on the research highlights and are discussed sequentially.  
 
6.8.5.1 Visitor support for mandatory interpretation 
Participants expressed reassurance in knowing that visitors would be supportive of 
mandatory interpretation for environmentally sensitive areas explaining that ‘it is 
reassuring that if we do need more mandatory type interpretation that people are generally 
supportive.’ Participants went on to explain that ‘if we do ever have a site that we would 
like to get public exposure to, but open access is just not workable, then that is quite an 
encouraging thought.’ However, participants demonstrated concern over visitor support if 
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the message being given was at all unpalatable by explaining that ‘people can be supportive 
in principle until they hear the message you are trying to give.’  
 
6.8.5.2 Effects of mandatory interpretation 
Participants were encouraged to discuss the possible effects of mandatory interpretation 
that were identified during the visitor survey. Respondents agreed that as a result of 
mandatory interpretation, specific areas may be better protected against visitor impacts, 
not only due to visitors being more aware of their impacts but as ‘you would only get those 
who were really very interested in visiting your site.’ The visitor survey had previously 
identified that respondents felt that mandatory interpretation would result in fewer 
visitors, and therefore a reduction in revenue for local businesses. In contrast, focus group 
participants explained that their visitor profile is ‘probably different to other sites’ as most 
of the visitors are generally residents.’ Participants went on to explain that evidence from 
other surveys suggests that visitors, especially those from the local area, spend very little 
and that ‘it [mandatory interpretation] wouldn’t have any impact on local businesses.’ 
Participants felt that any areas where they would consider mandatory interpretation would 
be small in scale and therefore felt that ‘it [mandatory interpretation] wouldn’t have any 
impact at all [financially]...I don’t think anywhere would have any financial constraint at all.’  
Participants felt that the only way that mandatory interpretation might affect the area 
financially was if mandatory interpretation was introduced for the whole of CH AONB, but 
as discussed in section 6.6.5 this was not deemed to be a workable option. 
 
6.8.5.3 Re-training 
Survey respondents had previously explained that they would be unwilling to repeat 
training every 365 days as they felt that they would be capable to remembering the 
messages portrayed and, if updates where required, other methods of communication, 
such as email, or postal documentation, would be more appropriate. Focus group 
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participants demonstrated agreement explaining that ‘if you started along this route you 
could have training to start with, then if it is a really important message then you would 
have to keep re-enforcing it but there are ways you can do it where people are getting 
educated without realising it...in a way that, hopefully, people didn’t find patronising.’ 
Participants were in agreement that ‘rather than a practical training session we could keep 
their details and we could send them a news letter about the area that covers the 
update...an email contact...It would be less inconvenient for the visitor and less time 
consuming for us[Chichester Harbour Conservancy].’    
 
6.8.5.4 Willingness to pay 
The visitor survey showed that on the whole respondents would be willing to pay a fee or 
donate money if the funds raised were going towards protection of the environmentally 
sensitive area being interpreted. Focus group participants considered this to be very 
encouraging. Participants explained that ‘knowing that on the whole visitors would be 
willing to pay means that if we ever looked to bring in mandatory type interpretation then 
there would be some financial recuperation.’  
 
6.8.5.5 On-site, entrance point training      
Survey respondents argued that compulsory training should be presented at the entrance 
to each individual site, as this was felt to be more convenient. Focus group participants 
argue that this would be extremely challenging explaining that ‘none of the potential sites 
would really lend themselves to a small visitor centre, or video, or having somebody stood 
there in case somebody came along and they could give them a guided walk. It is just not 
going to happen, it would be very difficult to organise and expensive in employee time and 
harbour funds.’ Participants continued by explaining that if this option were possible then 
the messages presented would have to be tailored to be site specific because ‘if it was one 
message that was the same at every site then it would begin to lose significance.’  
260 
 
6.8.5.6 Existing mandatory interpretation 
Focus group participants explained that in a way there is already mandatory interpretation 
in operation within CH AONB describing that ‘in places like Salturns Copse, where you can 
only get access to the site by coming on one of our [Chichester Harbour Conservancy] guided 
walks. So in effect that is mandatory interpretation. Just we have never called it that 
before.’ Other sites operating in a similar way include Sandy Point Nature Reserve, 
Birdham/Westlands, Eames Farm, the Dell West Chidham, Diana Beal’s woodland, Thorney 
Island, Pislsey Island, and Gutner Point. A participant continued by explaining that on any 
site with a footpath through it is very difficult to operate this form of management and 
mandatory interpretation strategy. Therefore ‘all these sites are actually privately owned by 
us or managed by us, which are therefore places that we can restrict access.’ Participants 
explained that due to the resources available to them, the size of CH AONB and the open 
access nature of the site, this method of mandatory interpretation, whereby visitors are 
escorted through guided walks, is the most logical means. Participants explained that ‘in the 
main, these sites are managed in this way, firstly because we want to protect them from 
trampling, and secondly because we have control over access.’ Each site is discussed below 
using information gleaned from the focus group survey and the CHC website. 
 
 
6.8.5.6.1 Sandy Point Nature Reserve (owned by Hampshire County Council) 
Sandy Point Nature Reserve is owned by Hampshire County Council and serves to protect 
one of the last pieces of undeveloped land on the south-eastern corner of Hayling Island. 
The reserve is a sensitive area of rare maritime heath land, which is covered with fragile 
lichens.It is a designated SSSI with plants that occur nowhere else in Hampshire 
(Conservancy, 2012). Focus group participants explained that ‘Sandy Point is technically 
open access because it is a heath land. However, Hampshire County Council apply every five 
years for it to be exempt from open access.’ Therefore to help protect Sandy Point Nature 
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Reserve from visitor impacts, access is only through guided walks and pre-arranged visits. 
The guided walks programme can be found on the Conservancy website under the ‘what’s 
on calendar’ link. Participants of the focus group survey explained that ‘people that are 
useful and trusted get given access. So local naturalists, very keen bird watches, botanists 
and insect people get given, basically, free access because we know that they are not going 
to cause a problem.’       
 
6.8.5.6.2 Salturns Copse (leased) 
Saturns Copse, located on the shoreline just north of Chichester marina is the largest 
ancient woodland remnant on the Manhood Peninsula, covering an area of eight acres 
(3.25 hectare) (Conservancy, 2012). Focus group participants explained that the copse is 
privately owned and leased to the CHC. There is a public footpath that runs around the 
perimeter; however, there is no public access into the Copse itself (Conservancy, 2012). 
Focus group participants explained that access is only through guided walks or pre-
arranged visits. Again the schedule of walks can be found on the Conservancy website 
through the ‘What’s on Calendar’ link.       
 
6.8.5.6.3 Westlands, Birdham (owned by CHC) 
Birdham Reserve is located just off Westlands Lane, Birdham. The site is owned and 
managed by the CHC. There is no public access through the site, although access can be 
arranged through the CHC Office.     
 
6.8.5.6.4 Eames Farm (Leased) 
Eames Farm is owned by West Sussex County Council, who lease the 177 acre (71 hectare) 
area of farmland to the Chichester Harbour Trust. ‘The site is managed on a 999 year lease 
through the Chichester Harbour Conservancy, who in turn manage the day-to-day 
operations through a ten year farm business tenancy, with a local, organic beef farmer’ 
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(Conservancy, 2012). The whole site is farmed through the Higher Level Stewardship agri-
environment scheme and covers an area of 290 acres (117 hectares) Conservancy, 2012). 
There is no public access to the farmland. Access is only permitted through the CHC as the 
area ‘will be used for events such as talks and open farm days, to raise public awareness of 
the importance of farming to our landscape’ (Conservancy, 2012). Focus group participants 
explained that ‘people won’t be able to access Eames Farm unless they participate in one of 
our events’.      
 
6.8.5.6.5 The Dell, West Chidham (management agreement) 
The Dell at West Chidham is a small area of woodland behind Hamstead Meadow which 
backs onto open farmland. The site was originally owned by Chichester District Council who 
gave the site to the Chichester Harbour Trust in 2005 on a 125 year lease for its long term 
protection. The site is now managed by the CHC, however the southern part of the Dell is 
still privately owned. There is no public access through the site, access is only permitted 
through guided walks or pre-arranged visits.  
 
6.8.5.6.6 Thorney Island (MOD)  
Thorney Island is an MOD property occupied by the army.  The Island is a base for the 
Army, so is not accessible to the public other than on the perimeter footpath. The public 
footpath gives access around the Island but it is strictly limited to the path. Although CHC 
have limited involvement in Thorney Island, as it is an MOD site the Conservancy are 
granted permission to run guided walks around the Island.   
 
6.8.5.6.7 Pilsey Island (MOD managed by RSPB) 
Pilsey Island is a designated nature reserve located on the southern tip of Thorney Island. 
The Island is owned by the MOD and is leased to the Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds (RSPB) (Conservancy, 2012). Pilsey Island is made up of vegetated shingle, saltmarsh 
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and sand dune habitats, offering a botanically rich area, high in water roosts for birds and 
supports ground nesting birds (Conservancy 2012). Access to Pilsey Island is restricted and 
is only possible by boat. Focus group participants explained that although the CHC does not 
have any involvement in the management of Pilsey Island, they are granted permission to 
carry out pre-arranged guided walks for members of the public. Again these walks can be 
found in the CHC walks programme and by following the ‘What’s on calendar’ link on the 
Conservancy website.    
 
6.8.5.6.8 Gutner Point Nature Reserve  
Gutner Point is located on the north-eastern part of Hayling Island. Gutner Point Nature 
Reserve comprises grassland, saltmarsh and inter-tidal mudflats extending into Chichester 
Harbour. Gutner point is privately owned and access is only by arrangement. The High Tide 
Roosts at North Common & Gutner Point walk run by a Hampshire County Council ranger 
allows the opportunity for those participating to transfer to the restricted access nature 
reserve at Gutner Point to view the high tide roost.   
 
6.8.5.6.9 Diana Beale’s woodland (privately owned) 
The philosophy of the Beale family has been to maintain Cobnors conservation values, 
whilst providing access for other people to enjoy its beauty as part of the AONB 
environment (Conservancy, 2012). Cobnor Point is the southernmost tip of the Chidham 
Peninsula. The Beale’s allow permissive access through areas of their land. However, access 
to some areas remains restricted. Participants explained that Diana Beale’s woodland is one 
such area. Access is only granted to those who are escorted and participate in one of the 
CHC guided walks.      
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6.8.5.7 Future mandatory interpretation 
Focus group participants felt that mandatory interpretation, whereby visitors are escorted 
through guided walks, could potentially work at other sites in the future explaining that it 
could be ‘an interesting and useful idea for new areas...as it would be easier than bringing it 
in retrospectively...It is something that might be more relevant in the future with sites 
where you have control over access right from the start.’ However, participants explained 
that this would depend on the ability of the Harbour Trust to purchase more sites, as the 
CHC require the ability to restrict access. Focus group participants explained that they have 
recently acquired a site, through the Chichester Harbour Trust, that would allow them to 
implement this form of mandatory interpretation. Participants explained that Maybush 
Copse is a new site that has the potential to be managed using mandatory interpretation 
through a guided walks programme. Maybush Copse is discussed below. In addition 
participants explained that they currently lease, and are able to control access of a site 
called West Chidham May. Currently there is no mandatory interpretive walks at this site, 
however, participants explained that there ‘may well be in the future.’   
 
6.8.5.7.1 Maybush Copse (leased)   
Maybush Copse community woodland is an eight acre site which is owned by the 
Chichester Harbour Trust. ‘The site was purchased to safeguard the special landscape of the 
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and to create a nature reserve and 
open space for the community to enjoy’ (Conservancy, 2012). The Copse is not currently 
open to the public, as it is currently undergoing capital works. Focus group participants 
explained that the CHC lease the site from the Chichester Harbour Trust. Focus group 
participants explicate, using Maybush Copse as an example, that mandatory interpretation 
may be more relevant in the future with new sites being purchased by the Chichester 
Harbour Trust, allowing greater control over access. Participants explained that they have 
not yet decided on the most appropriate access management of Maybush Copse, but feel 
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that mandatory interpretation, through guided walks or events may be the most suitable 
for its long term protection.      
 
6.8.5.8 Friends of Chichester Harbour Mandatory interpretation 
Visitor survey respondents suggested that compulsory training could be introduced for the 
friends of Chichester Harbour, allowing those who participate access to areas that are not 
currently open access sites. Focus group respondents explained that they felt it was an 
interesting concept as ‘the friends of Chichester harbour are always looking for incentives or 
benefits for being a member of the friends, which ultimately increases their membership 
and means that we get more money from them. That is quite an interesting one actually. If 
by being a member of the friends you can then apply for a permit to visit a site to which no 
one else can go has potential but we have got to make sure that the site can take it.’   
 
However, participants demonstrated concern for the sites explaining ‘for some of these 
sites I don’t know what the upside would be to actually do that to having any form of open 
access. Even if it was permit open access I don’t know what the benefit would be 
particularly sandy point, and Gutland. It would only be having more people wandering 
around, even if they have been trained would be negative to the things that are of interest 
there.’ Having said that participants went on to explain that it could be an option for some 
sites given careful planning and management. Participants gave the example of Eames Farm 
where prescribed, fenced routes that lead to bird hides could be an option for the 
introduction of mandatory interpretation for the Friends of Chichester Harbour, allowing 
admittance to restricted access sites. Conversely, participants were concerned that 
‘controlled access creates uncontrolled access’ as non permit holders will want entry if they 
see people walking in these areas.  
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6.8.5.9 Maritime mandatory interpretation 
Participants were invited to address any points that they felt to be relevant. Participants 
explained that they felt that although the research has focused on the terrestrial areas of 
CH AONB, mandatory interpretation could be a viable option for the management of 
impacts on water. Participants suggested that ‘it [mandatory interpretation] could also 
work for yachtsmen’ proposing that only those who have watched a film, telling them about 
the wildlife and their impacts, would be allocated a harbour dues plaque.              
 
6.9 Conclusion 
This chapter began by introducing the second phase of research. Each of the three rounds 
of the data collection were then discussed detailing the research tool used, the results 
obtained and an analysis of the findings. Research highlights for each of the three rounds 
were also presented. The following chapter, synthesis and further analysis, presents a 
discussion of the findings from Chapter Five and Six and examines these with the result 
from the literature review providing answers to the core objectives of this research. 
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7.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents a synthesis and further analysis of the findings from Chapter Five and 
Six, and discusses them with the results from the literature review. It also presents findings 
derived from the core objectives of this research.  
Dr Richard Brock cited in Kim, 2008), an environmental scientist, conducted a study of the 
ecosystem at HBNR and concluded that ‘educating them [visitors] about taking care of our 
environment, has had a profound impact and the same idea could be applied anywhere in 
the state or any area for that matter in just about any place’. Komatsu & Liu (2007) contend 
that mandatory interpretation could be considered to be a model visitor interpretation 
programme for recreational sites, as it could become an integral part of creating long term 
environmental protection and awareness. Thus, the main purpose of this study was to 
explore mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact management tool, identifying 
circumstances under which it is appropriate and effective, developing a set of requirements 
or guidelines for the introduction of mandatory interpretation into the visitor impact 
management strategy of coastal protected areas. To achieve this aim several core study 
objectives were generated.    
This chapter, by drawing together the findings from each of the research tools discussed in 
Chapters Five and Six, presents analysis for objectives one to five. The findings relevant for 
objective six, developing recommendations for the introduction of mandatory 
interpretation, is presented in Chapter Eight. Overall a number of themes have emerged 
around the core objectives. First, this chapter presents a discussion of the circumstances 
under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate.  Second, site requirements for 
mandatory interpretation are examined. Third, this chapter considers the processes 
involved in a mandatory interpretation programme.  Forth, visitor attitudes towards 
mandatory interpretation are analysed. Finally, this chapter explores the effectiveness of 
mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact management tool.  
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7.2 Circumstances under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate 
Section 2.2.3 of this study highlighted that the World has an array of coastal ecosystems 
that are precisely balanced, fragile areas, which are susceptible to a variety of threats 
(Beatley et al., 2000). Human interference with natural processes can alter natural 
dynamics thus ever growing pressure on the coastal environment has been the result 
(Doumenge, 2005).  The research presented in this thesis shows that mandatory 
interpretation is an appropriate tool when used to reduce heavy visitor impacts against the 
conservation values of a protected area. As explained in Section 2.5 visitor impacts are 
defined as resultant damages in environmental parameters in space and time, compared 
with what would happen without the action (Glasson, 1995).       
Section 3.11 of this thesis discussed the literature pertaining to the mandatory 
interpretation programme at HBNR.  HBNR management had previously been struggling to 
meet public and visitor demands, as well as the need to conserve Hawaii’s natural 
resources.   Visitation peaked at around three million in 1988, which caused serious 
ecological damage. Visitor’s damage coral reefs by touching, breaking pieces off or by 
walking on exposed corals (Komatsu & Liu, 2007). Authors (Hastings, 1989; HBEP, 2003; 
Roig, 2007) explained that there was an abundance of litter, especially cigarette butts, 
paper and plastics which posed a serious health risk to sea turtles and other marine life. In 
response the city and county of Honolulu and the University of Hawaii Sea Grant College 
Programme created the HBEP as a non-profit volunteer organization. This provides visitors 
with on site education through various media including the requirement to participate in 
interpretation before being granted access to the bay (Komatsu & Liu, 2007). The HBNR 
management plan clearly illustrates the reason behind the introduction of mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor impact management tool. The management plan explains that 
efforts would be made to reduce the environmental impacts on the bay by building a visitor 
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centre at the entrance to the park that will present an education programme that all 
visitors will have to take part in, in order to get to the water. Furthermore interviewees 
(See Section 5.5.2) explained that ‘we used to have a lot of visitor impacts, negative ones, 
so we decided that we needed to reduce the impact by limiting the number of people, and 
for those that get in give some sort of education and everyone will have to go through the 
education centre to get to the water.‘  
CHC focus group participants explained that mandatory interpretation within the AONB is 
presently executed by a series of pre-arranged guided walks which are limited to areas of 
particular environmental importance. Participants expressed the importance of considering 
the circumstance under which mandatory interpretation is an appropriate visitor impact 
management tool explaining that ‘if we ever had the same sort of issues we are grappling 
with in other areas of the AONB present on say Thorney Island then mandatory 
interpretation is certainly something we would want to look at in more detail.’  
Visitors to Chichester Harbour agreed that mandatory interpretation should be kept to 
those areas deemed to be particularly environmentally sensitive. 66.02% of respondents 
indicated that mandatory interpretation is reasonable for those wishing to access more 
environmentally sensitive areas. One respondent explained that mandatory interpretation 
’seems like a reasonable means through which to protect those areas that are most 
sensitive’.  Others stressed that mandatory interpretation would only be reasonable ‘If it 
was somewhere very important environmentally’ or ‘if visitors were really causing 
significant amounts of damage.’  
Additionally focus group participants stressed the importance of environmental sensitive 
areas and the effect that negative visitor impacts hold on any managerial decision to use 
mandatory interpretation. When discussing the use of pre-arranged guided walks as a pre-
requisite for entry, participants explained that ‘in the main these sites are managed in this 
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way because we want to protect them from trampling.’ Therefore, research findings (See 
Section 6.8) suggests that mandatory interpretation is considered to be an appropriate 
visitor impact tool when used to reduce negative visitor impacts within environmentally 
sensitive areas. 
 
7.3 Site and management requirements  
7.3.1 Topography 
Research has identified the importance of being able to restrict access and funnel visitors 
through some form of interpretive media. The natural topography of HBNR has made it 
possible to control visitor access.  Interviewees explained that ‘if somebody was to start 
outside the property of Hanauma Bay and walk right along the shoreline, they could walk 
all the way onto our beach without coming across our property as long as they stay below 
the high tide mark they would not have entered city property as they would have been on 
state property. We would not have the jurisdiction to stop them but they would have to be 
mountain goats because there are some places where it gets really steep. Now if they were 
to swim in from the ocean they are completely on state property and we have no way to 
stop them. However, there is no place for somebody to get into the water close to here to 
come swimming in from the ocean.’ Interviewees also explained that boats are not 
permitted to enter the bay. Not all sites lend themselves to creating a captive audience as 
easily as HBNR. The topography and natural enclosure provided by Hanauma Bay (from the 
cliffs surrounding the bay) makes it ideal for channeling visitors through a single point of 
entry, and thus through mandatory interpretation. Sites with multiple entry points have 
less opportunity to channel visitors in this way and so restrict access until compliance with 
mandatory interpretation has taken place. However, this does not mean that it is not 
possible to introduce mandatory interpretation within multiple access sites as discussed in 
Section 7.3.2 below.   
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7.3.2 Site ownership and access control 
The research identified that land ownership is very important to the implementation of 
mandatory interpretation (See Section 5.5.1). Interviewees at HBNR explained that the City 
and County of Honolulu have ownership over the nature reserve. Thus managers of the 
HBNR were able to close one access road, providing the opportunity to channel visitors 
through a single access point. Research revealed that there is no scope for mandatory 
interpretation for the whole of CH AONB due to the open access nature of the site 
highlighting the importance of control over access. Findings reveal that access could not be 
restricted as the site is owned by multiple bodies, thus CHC lack the powers required to 
make closures to public rights of way.   
Although research (See Section 6.6) discovered that open access and a network of public 
footpaths means that CH management have little control over visitor entry, scope for the 
inclusion of mandatory interpretation within zones or areas where visitor access may be 
restricted was identified. Focus group participants explained that mandatory interpretation 
is a workable and viable option and is implemented at sites where AONB are able to control 
public access. The researcher was made aware ‘that any site with a footpath through it is 
very difficult to operate this form of management and mandatory interpretation strategy 
therefore all these sites [where mandatory interpretation is in place] are actually privately 
owned by us or managed by us [CHC], which are therefore places that we can restrict 
access.’ Furthermore, focus group participants explained that mandatory interpretation 
could potentially work at other sites in the future, explaining that it could be ‘an interesting 
and useful idea for new areas...as it would be easier than bringing it in retrospectively… It is 
something that might be more relevant in the future with sites where you can right from the 
start have control over access.’ This is particularly relevant within the England as a result of 
the 2009 Coastal Access Act as discussed in Section 2.2.9.           
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7.4 Mandatory interpretation development 
McArthor (1998, p. 66) stressed the need for managers to plan for interpretation as 
planning binds the essential elements of interpretation together: (i) the audience; (ii) the 
message; and (iii) the technique. This section discusses the findings relevant to the planning 
and development of mandatory interpretation and the tools required. 
 
7.4.1 Creating a captive audience 
The literature review identified that education is not used as a management strategy to the 
same extent as regulatory techniques (Luck, 2003). Arguably this is due to difficulties in 
implementing an effective educational programme due to among other reasons a non 
captive audience. Thus, if interpretation programmes’, are to be adopted more widely it is 
important to understand how, if at all, resource managers might create a captive audience. 
This research study shows that for mandatory interpretation to be implemented 
successfully a captive audience must be created, in order to ensure all visitors attend to the 
interpretation (see Section 7.6). As discussed in Section 3.10 a captive audience is defined 
as ‘audiences that feel they must or should pay attention to a presentation, even if it bores 
them’ (Ham, 1992). Figure 3.10 illustrates the differences between a captive and non-
captive audience. 
Resource managers at HBNR have achieved the creation of a captive audience by playing 
on visitor motivations. The motivations for participation in captive audience education 
programmes are usually driven by certain tangible results, for example, grades, diplomas, 
certificates, money or some other type of reward (Ham, 1992). HBNR has created this 
effect by making the reward access to the Bay itself. A HBNR interviewee stated ‘When we 
didn’t have the video all we had to rely on were signs and people talking. Now that was very 
difficult! So we went to the captive audience type of stuff. When we had signs up it is hard 
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to get people to pay attention to the signs when there is this gorgeous scenery and 
everyone walking around and stuff like that. When we lock them up in the theatre, turn 
down the lights, they can’t help but pay attention.’   
Visitors to CH AONB added further evidence supporting the notion that motivation to visit 
could be used as a means to create a captive audience. 82.52% of respondents indicated 
that if they were interested in visiting a particular area of CH AONB then they would be 
willing to take part in some form of on-site training at the entrance to an area before being 
granted access. Respondents gave further explanation stating that ‘I suppose I would have 
to [attend to interpretation] wouldn’t I, but I wouldn’t necessarily be happy about it’. 
Additionally, respondents added depth by explaining that if the mandatory interpretation 
gave them access to sites that are not currently accessible to the public they would be 
willing to participate in the interpretation. This further supports the concept that by using 
visitor motivation for access to a site a captive audience can be created.  
In a similar way the mandatory interpretation being used within the CH interpretation 
programme uses visitor motivation as a means to create a captive audience. However, as 
the mandatory interpretation at CH uses a series of pre-arranged guided walks, through 
which information is given and supervised access granted. Motivations can be placed 
within two categories. Participants of the pre-arranged guided walk may be motivated 
either through their desire to access areas previously unavailable to them, in a similar way 
to those at HBNR, or through their desire for knowledge gain. Further discussion of the 
mandatory interpretive processes in place within CH AONB and HBNR is presented in the 
following sections.  
7.4.2 Mandatory interpretation process 
Komatsu & Liu (2007) contend that mandatory interpretation could be considered to be a 
model visitor interpretation programme for recreational sites as it could become an 
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integral part of creating long term environmental protection and awareness. Thus, the 
exploration of the practicalities of the mandatory process at HBNR and CH AONB are 
discussed below.  
CH focus group participants explained that in a way they currently utilize mandatory 
interpretation ‘in places like salturns copse where you can only get access to the site by 
coming on one of our guided walks. So in effect that is mandatory interpretation, just we 
have never called it that before.’ Participants went on to explain that there are more areas 
of CH where this is the case (see Section 6.8.5). Thus, CHC utilise mandatory interpretation 
through a pre-arranged guided walks programme.  Garrod & Wilson (2003) argue that 
wildlife viewing tours, terrestrial or marine, benefit from a relatively captive audience; 
since visitors generally cannot escape they are more likely to attend to messages. CHC 
develop this concept further by only allowing those visitors who participate in the pre-
arranged guided walks access to the sites being interpreted, thus a captive audience is 
created.  Pre-arranged guided walks are thought to be the most appropriate and logical 
means of providing mandatory interpretation, resulting in restricted visitor access, visitor 
education, and therefore long-term protection of environmentally sensitive areas. Focus 
group participants explained that due to the resources available to them, the size of CH 
AONB and the open access nature of the site, this method of mandatory interpretation, 
whereby visitors are escorted through guided walks, is the most logical means. Participants 
were in agreement; ‘I suppose with our resources and the size we have got to work with, in 
a way that is the most logical means of doing it. So that you don’t give these people open 
access because you don’t want the area trampled and walked on that much.’ Participants 
went on to explain that ‘in the main these sites are managed in this way, firstly because we 
want to protect them from trampling and secondly because we have control over access’. 
Pre-arranged guided walks are discussed further in Section 7.4.3 - Selecting an 
interpretation tool. 
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Research has identified that HBNR utilise mandatory interpretation by ensuring that all 
visitors are exposed to interpretative material. Several aspects are important when 
explaining how this is achieved. First, when in the initial stages of design for the 
management of HBNR a management plan was drawn up. The HBNR management plan 
clearly states that a visitor centre will be positioned at the upper park and will act as the 
single access point to the Bay. Thus, the sites intentions for mandatory interpretation 
should be clearly stated within the sites management plan, and mission statement. This 
should include details of how the captive audience will be created and the interpretive 
tools to be used. It is also essential to provide specific functions or aims for the interpretive 
programme to strive to meet. The visitor centre at HBNR acts as the focal point for visitor 
orientation, interpretation and education providing the opportunity for all visitors entering 
the reserve to be exposed to an interpretive programme, which could be accomplished 
through a variety of media from audio-visual presentations, lectures, interpretive talks and 
guided tours. As discussed in Section 3.5.5 of this thesis visitor centres offer the 
opportunity to present multisensory programmes (Moscardo, 1996; Orams, 1996b; 
Tubb,2003). An audio-visual presentation was the chosen medium for the mandatory 
interpretation at HBNR. The audio-visual presentation is discussed further in the Section 
7.4.3. 
Visitors to CH AONB expressed the importance of locating the interpretive media on-site. 
Although 44.66% and 32.04% of respondents would be willing to participate in training at a 
specified location and participate in online training respectively, 82.52% of respondents 
would be willing to participate in mandatory interpretation on-site and at the entrance to 
an area before being granted access. Respondents felt that on site interpretation would be 
the most convenient option, as it would not impact heavily on their visit. Many agreed that 
the interpretation ‘would have to be at the place that you were going...at each site, specific 
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to that site’ and that they ‘wouldn’t want to turn up and be told go somewhere else for 
training, only to then have to come back.’ 
Research conducted with the CHC went on to identify that there is scope for the inclusion 
of mandatory interpretation that allows wider public access within areas or zone of CH 
AONB. Focus group participants believe that, given careful planning and management, 
there is capacity for the expansion of mandatory interpretation that allows wider public 
access to areas currently managed under restricted access through the pre-arranged 
guided walks programme.  
However, management considerations were highlighted.  First, increased visitation may 
result in negative impacts against the conservation values of the site. Second, controlled 
access may lead to uncontrolled access. Third, the practicalities, problems and financial 
implications associated with providing on-site interpretation, as none of the sites discussed 
lend themselves to a visitor centre, video, or permanent guide (see section 6.8.5). The 
visitor survey conducted at CH revealed that those questioned, who were members of the 
Friends of CH, suggested that the concept of mandatory interpretation, allowing access to 
areas previously managed through restricted access, should first be piloted on them. 
Respondents believed that this would not only allow them access to different places, but 
believed that this would allow the managers of CH to identify the pro’s and con’s of 
mandatory interpretation that allows wider public access. This would allow them to 
establish whether mandatory interpretation, allowing such access would be a suitable 
management tool for specific areas of CH.    
Therefore, the research presented has clearly identified the importance of providing on-
site interpretation when developing a mandatory interpretive programme. By positioning 
the mandatory interpretive tool at the entrance to a site, or by providing supervised access 
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and introducing the requirement to participate, a captive audience of visitors may be 
created. 
 
7.4.3 Selecting an interpretation tool 
The chosen mandatory interpretive tool used within the HBEP is an audio visual 
presentation. An audio-visual presentation was chosen as ‘it was the most efficient way to 
reach a vast number of people at once, that all have a different level or mastery of English. 
By using a video they not only hear what we are trying to say, but see what we are trying to 
say... The video allows us to be consistent in our message, as everyone hears and sees the 
same thing.’ Authors (Gange, 1985; Novey & Hall, 2007; Stewart et al., 1998) contend that 
media of an audio-visual nature is very effective at increasing knowledge gain and the 
likelihood that visitors will remember their experience. The mandatory film allows the 
management to get across ‘complex information to large groups in a tidy manner...as when 
we lock them up in the theatre, turn down the lights, they can’t help but pay attention to 
the screen... this is essentially the only way we can get our message across to everyone that 
wants to come in.’  
Guthrie’s theory of learning argues that a multisensory approach to learning is most 
effective, as audio-visual methods of interpretation help visitors learn and remember 
information. One interviewee explained that as ‘lots more people are into visuals these 
days the film really works...I don’t know if people were getting as much out of their 
experience as they are now with the movie.’ Furthermore, people are comfortable with 
audio-visual methods, as visitors often listen to the radio and watch television in their free 
time.  Additionally, interviewees explained that the nine minute video is translated in to 
seven different languages via headsets, which are available to non-English speakers. There 
is also a flat screen television, which plays the film with subtitles. 
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A series of pre-arranged guided walks are the chosen mandatory interpretive tool used 
within the interpretation strategy of the CHC. As discussed in Section 7.4.2, pre-arranged 
guided walks were selected as the most appropriate interpretive tool. Guided experiences 
are generally accepted as the most effective forms of interpretation, provided that it is well 
planned and implemented. Further discussion regarding interpretation design and planning 
is presented in Section 7.4.4 of this thesis.  
Thus, when selecting a mandatory interpretive tool, research has identified that: (i) it offers 
consistency in its messages so that every visitor hears and sees the same messages; and (ii) 
is an efficient method of reaching the sites visitor base should be developed. 
 
7.4.4 Interpretation design considerations 
As mentioned in the previous section, research conducted at HBNR shows that mandatory 
interpretation depends on good quality interpretive media in order to act as an effective 
visitor management tool.  This is paramount, not only because the better quality the 
material, the more effective the interpretation is likely to be in satisfying the three criteria 
for interpretation used in this study, but also because of the need to maintain the goodwill 
of the visitor. Specifically, the research shows that any sites with international visitors, like 
that at HBNR’, who hope to change visitor behaviour through interpretation, must provide 
some form of translation of their interpretative material. Section 5.5.2 showed that the 
limited number of headphones with translation tapes for the video at HBNR meant that 
overseas visitors were frequently left watching the video without fully understanding it’s 
messages. 
Furthermore, research suggests that while visitors engaging in interpretation at a site 
voluntarily might be tolerant of poorer quality interpretative material (acknowledging 
resource constraints, etc.,), less tolerance is likely if access to the site is dependent on 
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experiencing the interpretation. This point is supported by comments made by 
respondents regarding visitor acceptance of the mandatory interpretation at CH AONB. 
Many survey respondents explained that they would be willing to participate in mandatory 
interpretation but stipulate that the interpretive media would have to be entertaining, 
interesting, and short in length. Thus respondents explained that ‘if it was somewhere very 
important environmentally then maybe that would be ok, as long as it is interesting and 
entertaining I wouldn’t mind [compulsory training]. Oh and as long as it is short, you know 
15-20 minutes would be fine.’ This is consistent with the literature in that Ham (1992, p.3) 
contends that environmental interpretation ‘… involves translating the technical language 
of a natural science or related field into terms and ideas that people who aren’t scientists 
can readily understand. And it involves doing it in a way that’s entertaining and interesting 
to these people.’ However, this research does not set out to identify best practice in 
interpretation design therefore directs readers to Sharpe (1982), Ham (1992), and Kundson 
et al. (1995) who stress the need for planning and provide planning frameworks for 
interpretation. 
Research conducted at HBNR demonstrates that it is crucial that the interpretation 
presents clear and consistent messages to visitors regarding appropriate behaviour at the 
site.  Research identified that the HBNR interpretative video was ambiguous in its 
messages, informing visitors to take care when stepping off the reef, having already told 
visitors to avoid standing on the reef. Thus, findings suggest that conflicting priorities (e.g. 
as above, between health and safety and environmental messages) must be resolved by 
the interpretation development team before production of interpretative material: leaving 
visitors to draw their own conclusions on the priorities of site managers is not good 
enough.  In this specific example, a clearer message, such as ‘stepping on the reef is bad 
harmful to the reef and can be dangerous to your own wellbeing and so must be avoided...’ 
could have reinforced the management’s requirement to keep people off the reef, adding 
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additional persuasion by appealing to the visitors’ personal safety concerns. This point 
raises further considerations about the importance of knowing the audience to which 
interpretation is targeted and is discussed in the following section.  
Therefore, research findings identified two key considerations when planning and 
designing interpretive material. First, mandatory interpretation is dependent on good 
quality interpretive media, ensuring that it is interesting and entertaining in order to 
maintain the goodwill of the visitor. This factor is essential as poor quality material 
combined with the mandatory nature of the interpretation may result in resentment 
towards the requirement to engage with interpretive material. Second, mandatory 
interpretation must present clear and consistent messages. This is of importance as 
research findings suggest that mandatory interpretation is appropriate when aimed at 
preventing negative visitor impacts against environmentally sensitive areas. Any 
inconsistency may result in significant on-site degradation.  
7.4.5 Knowing the target audience 
The findings of this thesis suggests that interpretative material that seeks to contribute to 
visitor management and behavioural change, and not just inform or raise awareness, must 
be predicated on a sound understanding of visitor psychology, including attitudes and 
beliefs surrounding a specific site and how a visitor might interact with it (See section 
5.6.2). Previous work (Han, 1992; Edwards & Knight, 2006) explains the merits of fully 
appreciating the motivations behind visitor behaviour at specific sites and in specific 
circumstances, and designing interpretative services to meet visitor management 
requirements of the site and it’s visitors.  We see the work conducted by Sam Ham (see 
Ham, 2002) on the contribution that cognitive psychology can make to interpretation as 
very valuable in helping site managers to maximise the effectiveness of their interpretative 
budgets. 
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Furthermore it is important when planning mandatory interpretation to consider the 
thoughts and opinions of those who use the site. Thus, visitor reactions towards the 
mandatory nature of interpretation are discussed in Section 7.5.  
 
7.4.6 Annual training and updates 
The research presented within this thesis illustrates that repeat visitor provision should be 
made to allow entry without the requirement to attend to the interpretive material. This 
may act to reduce resistance towards the mandatory interpretation process. Visitors who 
have been to HBNR, seen the video and signed the repeat visitor form before 365 days 
have elapsed may bypass the video. Interviewees agreed that repeat visitors who are 
required to view the film vary in their response to the requirement to view the interpretive 
film (see Section 5.6.1). However, they explained that they felt that repeat visitor provision 
helped to reduce negativity towards the mandatory nature of the interpretation.  
Conversely, findings of the visitor survey conducted at CH AONB illustrate that just 26.21% 
of respondents feel that it is reasonable to re-attend training once every 365 days.  
Findings (See Section 6.7) suggest that visitors believe that ‘once should be enough...It 
[annual training] is probably a little excessive. People have better memory than that, 
especially if they are interested enough in the site to do the training in the first place.’ 
Others suggest that, annual training is ‘unnecessary and insulting to be told something over 
and over again.’ HBNR interviews agreed that ‘if it is the first time usually, they are not too 
bad, if they have to see the video then they are pretty ok with it, generally it is just the 
people who have to see it again don’t really want to do it because it’s the same video over 
and over again.’ Thus, in order to limit resentment, mandatory interpretation repeat visitor 
provision should be developed. 63.11% of respondents indicated that they would be willing 
to re-attend training if the content of the interpretive material changed significantly; 
however, many suggested that training updates could be disseminated using alternative 
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means, such as brochures, leaflets via post or email or through some form of online 
method. CH focus group participants agreed, explaining that ‘I think, possibly if you started 
along this route you could have training to start with and then probably, if it is a really 
important message then you would have to keep reinforcing it, but there are ways you can 
do it where people are getting educated without realising it.’   
Furthermore, 66.02% of CH AONB visitor respondents would like to receive further 
information packages reinforcing the messages contained in the training and detailing the 
areas to which the pass grants access, allowing visitors to re-cap themselves and ‘have 
information available to you whenever you want it’ (See Section 6.7). Additionally, HBNR 
interviewees explained that the visitor centre offers visitors the opportunity to explore the 
interpretive material available to them. The research observed that roughly half the visitors 
waiting to view the mandatory film could be seen attending to the interpretive material 
within the visitor centre.  
Therefore, the research presented in this thesis clearly shows that provisions need to be 
made for repeat visitors, allowing access without the requirement to participate in the 
interpretation, as this may act to reduce resistance towards the mandatory nature of 
interpretation thus helping to ensure people visit repeatedly. However, the research also 
suggests that it may be necessary to reinforce important messages. This may be achieved 
through the requirement to view the interpretive material once a year, like those at HBNR, 
or through other less mandatory methods as suggested by the research findings forged at 
CH AONB.   
    
7.4.7 Mandatory interpretation in maritime world 
The topic of mandatory interpretation arose after suggestions made by authors (Garrod 
and Wilson 2003; Carter & Carter, 2007) that interpretation effectiveness may be enhanced 
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through a captive audience, such as that in the marine tourism context. The research 
presented here suggests that mandatory interpretation may be a viable option for the 
management of impacts resulting from maritime activities. This could be achieved by 
introducing the requirement that all those applying for a harbour dues plaque must 
participate in some form of interpretation before being issued with the documentation, 
thus, creating an award, which in turn encourages boaters to participate, generating a 
captive audience (see Section 6.8.5). 
 
 
7.4.8 Financial and staffing considerations 
Research identified that admission fees collected at HBNR are used to pay for the on-site 
facilities and the day to day operation of the mandatory interpretive programme, at the 
bay. Any surplus is put towards improvements, maintenance costs and mortgage 
repayments. Respondents explained that ‘when admission fees first came into effect it was 
$5 for non-resident adults and now it is up to $7.50’, however, ‘attendance has been 
dropping steadily over the last several years, dropping about 9% annually over the last four 
years.’  Interviewees went on to explain that they ‘have no objection to [the reduced visitor 
numbers] because we [HBNR} are trying to minimise the environmental impacts.’  
37.86% of respondents to the CH visitor survey feel that the site would be negatively 
impacted by the introduction of mandatory interpretation, believing that ‘less people would 
come and the area would lose out on a lot of money’ and ‘the management would have to 
decide between better protection and financial gain.’ Focus group participants commented 
‘that the areas where we would look to bring in mandatory interpretation would be so small 
compared to the rest of the harbour that I doubt that it [reduced visitation] would have a 
great affect.’ Thus, research shows that in both cases management have few concerns of 
any negative financial impact that reduced visitation would pose.  
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However, focus group participants went on to explain that in CH ‘you could only really do 
that [on-site mandatory interpretation at the entrance] through interpretation boards or 
something like that. None of the sites would really lend themselves to a small visitor centre, 
or video, or having somebody stood there in case somebody came along and they could give 
them a guided walk. You know it is just not going to happen, it would be very difficult to 
organise and expensive in employee time and harbour funds.’ Focus group participants 
stated that it was reassuring to know that 53.4% of survey respondents indicated that they 
would be willing to pay a nominal fee in order to cover programme costs, given certain 
conditions that are discussed in Section 6.7.5 (willingness to pay). 
The research conducted at HBNR shows that by charging an entrance fee mandatory 
interpretation many become a self financing viable project. In terms of programme costs 
research conducted at HBNR reveals that as they are managed by the City and County of 
Honolulu, and as such are a public facility, the bay should be run as a not-for-profit 
organisation. The fees charged by HBNR are used to cover programme costs such as 
staffing fees and visitor centre mortgage repayments.  
In order to run the day to day operation of the mandatory interpretation at HBNR several 
members of staff/volunteers are required. Research has identified that:  
 Two members of staff are required to man the ticket issue windows (Figure 5.16). 
One guard is present at the entrance to the visitor centre (Figure 5.17). They are 
charged with checking only those who have obtained tickets gain entry.  
 One guard ensures that visitors are funneled through the theatre (Figure 5.18).   
 Two volunteers are on hand in the visitor centre/exhibit areas answering visitor’s 
questions and directing visitors to the theatre (Figures 5.19 and 5.20).  
 One volunteer mans the repeat visitor desk at the entrance to the visitor centre  
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 Two volunteers present the film in the theatre (Figure 5.21). Typically there are two 
people in the theatre between 8:00 and 16:00 who are volunteers. HBEP staffs are 
required to present the film in the theatre and man the beach side information 
desk (Sigure 5.6) before 8:00 and after 16:00 whilst volunteers are not on duty or 
are unable to do their shift. 
Thus, in order to operate mandatory interpretation is it important to consider the financial 
and staffing implications. However, HBNR is proof that it is possible to successfully run the 
programme by charging a small fee.  The UHSCP plays a large part in making this possible, 
as they provide the HBEP team, who recruit and train volunteers as a not-for-profit 
organisation. Research shows the importance of a large and committed group of volunteers 
when providing a mandatory interpretive programme like that at HBNR.     
 
7.5 Visitor attitudes towards mandatory interpretation 
The literature review identified that managers consider various factors when selecting an 
appropriate course of action or management technique aimed at reducing on-site visitor 
impacts. One of those factors is how the visitors might react to the implementation of the 
management decision. This section discusses findings pertaining to visitor attitudes 
towards mandatory interpretation. 
 
7.5.1 Visitor reactions to the mandatory nature of interpretation 
Overall 55.34% of respondents to the visitor survey conducted at CH indicated that they 
would react unfavourably to mandatory interpretation. However, the majority (66.02%) of 
respondents indicated that the introduction of mandatory interpretation is reasonable for 
those who wish to access more environmentally sensitive areas of CH. This can be 
summarised in one respondents remark that ‘it [mandatory interpretation] would probably 
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annoy me but I understand why you might want to put it in, but for me it would be 
irritating.’ This is supported by comments made by interviewees at HBNR, who agree 
visitors vary in their response to the mandatory nature of the interpretation, with the 
majority of visitors being relatively impartial, which is nicely summed up by one volunteer 
who explained that ‘you get a variety of responses, on both extremes and most of the 
people [visitors] in the middle who understand why we are doing it. Some people are very 
happy that we are educating people. People might have been here before and noticed how 
much the reef was being damaged and are very appreciative of the education.’ Others offer 
support explaining that ‘if it is the first time usually they are not too bad; if they have to see 
the video then they are pretty ok with it.’ 
Additionally, Komatsu & Lui, (2007) in their study of HBNR, discovered that 70% of all 
respondents did not expect to see the film and found that respondents expressed surprise 
about the requirement to view the mandatory interpretive video, before being granted 
access to the bay. This may cause resentment as many CH visitor survey respondents 
explained that if they were unaware of the requirement before arrival then they would feel 
disgruntled. One respondent expressed ‘‘I would want to know that I had to do training in 
advance. It would have to be well advertised so I could plan for it. If it came as a shock I’d 
be pretty annoyed.’ 
The research findings suggest that although many visitors would react negatively towards 
mandatory interpretation, the majority indicated that it is reasonable to require visitors to 
participate in the interpretation, before being granted access to environmentally sensitive 
areas. Furthermore, HBNR provides evidence that mandatory interpretation may provide a 
valuable visitor impact management tool that is also accepted by the majority of visitors, if 
well designed and implemented. 
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7.5.2 Visitor type and opinions 
Within CH AONB day visitors appear to be less supportive of mandatory interpretation than 
either local or overnight visitors. Just 39.44% of day visitors, compared to 77.88% local and 
90% overnight visitors indicated that mandatory interpretation is reasonable for those 
wishing to access more environmentally sensitive areas of CH AONB.  Visitor reactions were 
evident through the questionnaire responses as detailed in section 6.7.5. This negative 
reaction can be explained by the perceived inconvenience of mandatory interpretation, in 
that day visitors explained that they have a relatively short period of time on-site thus feel 
that training would impact greatly upon their visit. One respondent explained that ‘if it 
affected my time here and I couldn’t do what I wanted to then I doubt I would be that keen 
on coming back.’ Others commented that they ’just want to enjoy my holiday and see what 
I want to see without being told to watch this or do that otherwise you are not coming in.’  
Conversely, within HBNR interviewees suggested that ‘ironically it is often those that are 
most vocal in objecting to it are the Hawaiians.’ Interviewees explained that ‘the Hawaiians 
have always harboured resentment to being displaced from their land. Some of them have 
that militant attitude....... “I’m Hawaiian why should I be forced to go through this video to 
go to the beach”.’ 
Therefore research shows the importance of carrying out detailed studies investigating 
how visitors may react to any managerial decision that may affect the individuals’ 
enjoyment and use of the site, as any implementation of managerial decision may be 
adapted in a way that will cause least disruption to the visitor. 
 
7.6 Mandatory interpretation effectiveness 
Before discussing the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation in terms of knowledge 
gain, attitude change, and behavioural intent, important considerations need to be taken 
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into account.  From the results presented later in this paper, it would appear that 
mandatory interpretation is no more effective than voluntary interpretation when 
presented through the same media. However, by recalling the findings of Fallon & 
Kirwoken (See Section 3.9), who found that just 20% of visitors engaged in the interpretive 
media on offer (and assume that this is a true representation of the visitors to similar sites), 
it may be deduced that mandatory interpretation is more effective than voluntary 
interpretation in terms of the criteria for evaluation of interpretation set out in this thesis. 
The evidence presented by this research clearly shows the importance of a captive 
audience when presenting interpretation, and shows that there is scope for the inclusion of 
mandatory interpretation to help achieve the goals of visitor impact management. 
Mandatory interpretation, which effectively creates a captive audience, enhances the 
effectiveness of interpretation by ensuring that the resource manager communicates with 
all visitors. The research presented here provides valuable evidence that supports the 
theories (Orams, 1999; Garrod & Wilson, 2003; and Higginbottom, 2004) in that 
interpretation, effectiveness is enhanced through the creation of a captive audience. 
 
7.6.1 Visitor satisfaction 
This research project did not aim to evaluate mandatory interpretation in terms of visitor 
satisfaction. However, Komatsu & Lui (2007) found that in general the visitors enjoyed the 
film and found that the film has a positive impact by enhancing the bay experience. Visitor 
attitudes towards mandatory interpretation were previously discussed in section 7.4 and 
may add further insight into this discussion.      
 
7.6.2 Knowledge gain 
Knowledge gain was tested through counting the acquisition of facts, and results showed 
significant differences between pre- and post- visit samples in the knowledge of Hanuama 
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Bay and environmental/biological facts. Mandatory interpretation within the HBEP was 
found to be effective in contributing to the knowledge of visitors (See section 5.5.2). 
Overall, these findings reflect those of other authors who have evaluated interpretation, 
albeit voluntary interpretive programmes.  In a study of the High Moorland Visitor Centre 
within Dartmoor National Park, it was found that a significant increase had occurred in 
visitors’ knowledge in post- visit survey samples (Tubb, 2003). Similarly, Orams (1997) 
found that there was an increase in correct responses in knowledge gain amongst the post- 
visit survey sample. Thus this finding is consistent with other studies within the interpretive 
field, and therefore adds emphasis to the role that interpretation can play in increasing 
knowledge.  
 
7.6.3 Attitude change 
In relation to attitude change, no significant changes were found in the attitudes of post-
visit respondents, as visitors’ prior attitudes were already positive towards the 
environment and Hanuma Bay (see Section 5.5.2). However, Komatsu & Liu (2007) contend 
that the HBEP is effective in terms of visitor attitudes towards the bay. The research 
presented here did observe improvements in visitor attitudes towards the bay, although 
the findings were not statistically significant.   
Measuring respondents’ attitudes towards the natural environment proved extremely 
difficult. Most respondents, in both pre- and post – visit survey groups showed a strongly 
positive environmental attitude. Due to the wide discussion of environmental and 
sustainability issues, this result may not be surprising, and as a result respondents were 
able to indicate positive attitudinal responses. This indication of strong positive attitudes 
may be a ‘true’ representation of visitor attitudes towards the environment.  However, 
other authors have suggested that as a result of the wider publication and discussion of 
environmental issues, most respondents know the ‘desirable’ answer to a question about 
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environmental attitudes, which therefore makes it is difficult to determine whether a 
response to a question on environmental attitudes actually reflects true attitudes or is 
simply given as the socially/politically correct answer (Orams, 1997). This ‘social 
desirability’ influence may have been significant in this study. 
 
7.6.4 Behaviour modification   
Most importantly for the sustainability of tourism to protected areas, mandatory 
interpretation at HBNR was found to be significantly important, and consistent with the 
findings of Tubb (2003) and Kim et al. (2010) in respect of providing visitors with the skills 
and knowledge needed to behave in an appropriate, responsible and safe manner. Post-
visit respondents were significantly more likely to show intent to behave in an appropriate, 
responsible and safe manner, than those prior to watching the mandatory video. This is 
consistent with Komatsu & Liu (2007), who contend that the HBEP is effective in terms of 
behavioural improvement towards marine conservation in the bay. Thus, the research 
present here regarding visitor behaviour modification is consistent with the findings of 
others. Additionally, as discussed in Section 5.5.2, interviewees added depth to these 
findings, explaining that they had observed change in visitor behaviour. One interviewee 
contends that mandatory interpretation has proven to be effective at reducing the number 
of visitors who walk or stand on the reef. They explained that photographic evidence 
suggests that before the introduction of the mandatory interpretation 49% of those in the 
water were either standing or walking on the reef. However, having introduced the 
mandatory video just 2% of those in the water are either standing or walking on the reef. 
They went on to express that ‘our feeling is we reduced it [visitors on the reef] from what 
was consistently over 40% of the people in the water, down to less than 2% of the people in 
the water now. So that is a drastic reduction. Essentially they just did not know any better - 
to not walk on the reef.’ What's more, interviewees explained that since introducing the 
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mandatory interpretive programme, volunteers and researchers had observed corals 
growing in near shore areas where they had not previously been able to survive (see 
Section 5.6.2).  
Furthermore, the majority (62.14%) of respondents from the visitor survey carried out at 
CH AONB indicated that mandatory interpretation would have a positive impact on the 
area, as it would result in fewer visitors, thus, a reduction in visitor volume related impacts 
such as trampling and path degradation as ‘those who are less interested and perhaps less 
environmentally friendly would be put off.’ Many respondents commented that  as a result 
of mandatory interpretation visitors would be more aware of their impacts, and those who 
still wish to visit would be those most interested in the environment and its protection, 
thus, reducing visitor impacts on site. In addition CH focus group participants were in 
agreement that allowing visitors to enter certain sites when accompanied by a guide was 
effective in allowing visitor access whilst protecting the environmental qualities of the site. 
Thus, the research presented here suggests that mandatory interpretation which 
effectively creates a captive audience, and when based on well designed and developed 
interpretive media, enhances the effectiveness of interpretation provision, thus reducing 
negative visitor related impacts.         
 
7.7 Conclusion 
In this chapter a synthesis and further analysis of the study findings were discussed in 
reference to the key findings of the literature review. It also presents answers to the core 
objectives of this research. Comments and recommendations relating to each of the case 
studies are discussed in the following chapter. Included in chapter eight are a set of 
recommendations for the design and implementation of mandatory interpretive 
techniques within coastal protected areas. 
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8.1 Introduction 
The specific findings should be used with caution, as the sample on which they are based is 
not necessarily representative of all visitors to the case studies discussed. However, several 
practical implications are related to the findings of this research. The practical and 
managerial implications may help site managers to gain a more insightful understanding of 
the conditions under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate and effective, 
developing an appreciation of how best to design, implement and evaluate mandatory 
interpretive programmes.  
Interpretation without sufficient planning may result in ineffective communication thus 
unsuccessful visitor impact management. Section 3.5.6 of this thesis explored the principles 
of effective interpretation programme development. Figure 3.2 illustrates how an 
interpretive development programme should be organised. The recommendations for 
mandatory interpretation programme development are placed within categories, based 
upon the interpretive development programme as developed by various authors (Sharpe, 
1982; Ham, 1992; & Knudson et al., 1995). The interpretive development programme has 
eight clear stages: (i) interpretation idea; (ii) objectives of the programme; (iii) select 
themes or messages; (iv) select techniques appropriate to the situation; (v) understand 
your audience; (vi) design interpretation; (vii) assess programme effectiveness; and (viii) 
use the information collected in step seven to improve the interpretive programme. Each 
of the eight stages as illustrated in Figure 3.2 are discussed sequentially throughout this 
Chapter.  
 
 
8.2 Interpretation idea 
During this stage resource managers decide that they wish to communicate with visitors. 
Having explored the management options available to them, often whilst compiling the 
302 
 
management plan, resource managers settle on the use of interpretation. This is often a 
result of a need to communicate with the visitor in a way that is pleasurable, relevant and 
informative. This thesis found that resource managers at HBNR expressed, through the 
management plan, a need to communicate with visitors. Therefore, this thesis 
recommends that resource managers decide upon an interpretation programme when 
topics need to be communicated.  
  
8.3 Objectives of the programme 
During this stage resource managers should explore and settle on the objectives of the 
interpretive programme. As found by this thesis, resource managers clearly identified the 
objectives of their interpretive programmes. The HBEP mission statement (figure 5.13) ‘is 
to enhance the appreciation and promote understanding and stewardship of Hanauma Bay 
and Hawaii’s marine environment through public education.’ Thus, this thesis recommends 
that resource managers and interpretation planners clearly define any objectives of the 
interpretation programme. It is suggested that resource managers should consider what it 
is that the interpretive programme needs to communicate to its audience. This generates 
the subject that is to be interpreted, allowing the identification of the key components. 
This stage of the planning process allows the interpreter to concentrate on the basic 
elements that will contribute to the message contained in the interpretation.  
 
8.4 Themes and messages 
Having established a topic and programme objective it is recommended that resource 
managers develop a theme. The HBNR management plan clearly states specific functions 
for the interpretive/education programme: (i) expose visitors to interpretive experiences; 
(ii) orientate visitors; and (iii) expose visitors to conservation ethics of the park. The theme 
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of the presentation is the specific message about the subject that is being communicated 
to the audience (Ham, 1992). The theme should be the central idea of the presentation. 
Ham (1992) states that the theme provides an organised structure and clarity of 
understanding.  For practical advice on how to develop a theme the reader is directed to 
Ham (1992), for further information on how to apply this important idea within an 
interpretive programme.  
 
8.5 Interpretive techniques 
During this stage of the planning process resource managers should consider the 
interpretive delivery options available to them. This thesis found that mandatory 
interpretation should be considered to be appropriate when the objective of the 
interpretive programme is to reduce heavy negative visitor impacts within environmentally 
sensitive areas. Thus, the author recommends that resource managers consider the use of 
mandatory interpretation if their objective is to reduce negative visitor impacts within 
environmentally sensitive areas. However, before settling on the use of mandatory 
interpretation resource managers must consider the managerial and site requirements for 
such interpretive methods. Furthermore, Sharpe (1982) explains that it is during this stage 
that resource managers should conduct an interpretive inventory, exploring the 
opportunity and resources available to them. 
This thesis found that three important considerations must be made. For the successful 
introduction of mandatory interpretation key elements need to be in place: (i) the natural 
topography of the area must lend itself to mandatory interpretation; and/or (ii) 
management must have control over visitor access routes. Additionally the financial and 
staffing requirements for mandatory interpretation should be considered during the design 
and planning process. Therefore, before settling on a mandatory interpretive programme it 
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is recommend that resource managers and interpretive planners consider whether or not 
they may have the ability to limit public access to the site or area/zones within the site.  
Furthermore, not all sites lend themselves to creating a captive audience as easily as HBNR. 
The topography and natural enclosure provided at HBNR make it ideal for channelling 
visitors through a single access point and thus into a mandatory interpretation centre. Sites 
with multiple entry points have less opportunity to channel visitors in this way and so 
restrict access until compliance with mandatory interpretation. However, this thesis found 
that resource managers of large sites with multiple access points may be able to limit public 
access to areas/zones where management have ownership or managerial responsibility and 
agreements over the site. Therefore it is possible that mandatory interpretation may be 
implemented in order to protect such areas/zones from negative visitor impacts. Thus, it is 
recommended that resource managers utilize mandatory interpretation when 
management have control over access across the whole site or areas or zones of said site, 
given that financial and staffing resources are available.      
Resource managers, having decided on a mandatory interpretation programme, must note 
that an interpretive tool should be designed and located at the site entrance, thus, acting 
as a focal point for visitor orientation and education. Mandatory interpretation design and 
tools are discussed in the following section. 
     
8.6 Understand your audience 
Protected areas are likely to attract a diverse range of visitors. Thus, interpretive audiences 
can range in age, education, cultural background, and socio-economic status. This thesis 
found that interpretive material that seeks to contribute to visitor management and 
behavioural change, and not just inform or raise awareness, must be based on a sound 
understanding of audience psychology, including attitudes, beliefs, and motivations. Thus, 
305 
 
interpretation should be tailored to the audience. Previous authors (Sharpe; 1982; Ham, 
1992; Edwards & Knight, 2006) describe the value of fully appreciating the motivations 
behind visitor behaviour at specific sites and under specific circumstances. Furthermore, 
the above mentioned authors offer recommendations for interpretive planners when 
designing interpretive services that aim to meet visitor impact management requirements. 
Therefore, the author recommends that when considering interpretation design, be it 
voluntary or mandatory, resource managers and interpretive planners are directed to the 
work conducted by Ham (2002) on the valuable contribution that cognitive psychology can 
make, by aiding site managers to maximise the effectiveness of their interpretative 
budgets. Thus, resource managers are directed to Ham (1992).     
Managers consider various factors when choosing a fitting course of action or management 
technique aimed at reducing on-site visitor impacts. One of those factors is how the visitors 
might react to the implementation of the management decision. Important to the 
management of visitor impacts and the implementation of new management techniques is 
that management personnel understand public attitudes and preferences concerning the 
proposed managerial decision. Sharpe (1982) explains that visitor involvement during this 
phase is recommended, as the plan should not come as a surprise to those who are 
supposed to gain from it. Therefore, the findings of this thesis suggests that it is essential to 
obtain public participation within the decision making process and obtain current 
information about visitor attitudes towards mandatory interpretation, as well as, how, if at 
all, visitors may react to aspects of its implementation providing essential information 
which may support or aid in the successful implementation, of a mandatory interpretation 
programme. Thus, this research recommends an on-site visitor survey should be conducted 
in order to examine site specific visitor attitudes towards mandatory interpretation.   
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8.7 Design interpretation 
This stage draws together the results of the preceding interpretation planning stages. 
Resource managers and interpretive planners are urged to consider the work of Ham 
(1992), who offers generic advice for those designing interpretation. Moreover, this study 
makes recommendations regarding mandatory and voluntary interpretive design. The 
recommendations for interpretation design made by this thesis are divided into four key 
topics: (i) the interpretive tool; (ii) quality of the media; (iii) consistency of its messages; 
and (iv) repeat visitation, which are discussed sequentially.      
 
8.7.1 Interpretive tool 
As this study found that information within a mandatory interpretive programme often has 
to present details to large numbers in a neat and consistent manner, the interpretive tool 
must be an efficient way to reach a vast number of people at once. Thus, this study 
recommends that a well designed mandatory interpretive tool that is an efficient means of 
communicating themes and messages to site visitors should be chosen. Furthermore, the 
interpretive tool should offer consistency in its messages so that every visitor hears and 
sees the same messages. Section 3.4.5 of this thesis identified the benefits and drawbacks 
of both personal and non-personal interpretive tools.  
8.7.2 Quality media 
This study found that mandatory interpretation depends on good quality interpretive 
media in order to act as effective visitor management tool. This is of paramount 
importance, not only as the better the quality of the material, the more effective the 
interpretation is likely to be, but also to maintain the good will of the visitor. As mentioned, 
media quality is vital. While visitors participating in voluntary interpretation may be more 
accepting of poorer quality interpretation (acknowledging resource constraints, etc.,) 
acceptance is less likely if access to the site is dependent on experiencing the 
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interpretation. Therefore, this study recommends that efforts be made to ensure that 
mandatory interpretive material is designed to be of the highest possible standards, (given 
resource constraints,) in order to reduce negativity towards the mandatory nature of the 
interpretation, and thus the site itself. Resource managers are directed to Ham (1992) for 
recommendations regarding the design of interpretive material.                    
 
8.7.3 Consistency 
It is essential that interpretation, especially when used to reduce on-site visitor impacts, 
presents clear and consistent messages to visitors regarding appropriate behaviour whilst 
on-site. This study found a degree of ambiguity in the messages within the mandatory 
interpretive video at Hanauma Bay as discussed in Section 7.4.4. Therefore, this thesis 
makes the recommendation that efforts should be made to ensure that the contents of 
mandatory interpretation are designed to be consistent in its messages, as this will help 
ensure its effectiveness as a visitor impact management tool. Consistency may be achieved 
through accurate design, proofing, evaluation, and revision.   
 
8.7.4 Repeat visitation 
It is essential that, when designing and managing a mandatory interpretive programme, 
repeat visitor provisions should be made to allow entry without the requirement to attend 
to the interpretive material. This study found that by placing provisions for repeat visitation 
in place, visitor resistance towards mandatory interpretation may be reduced. Thus, this 
thesis recommends that when designing mandatory interpretation provisions should be put 
in place to allow repeat visitor access without the requirement to re-view the interpretive 
media. However, the research findings are not definitive in terms of the length of time 
required between interpretive viewings, or how best to present interpretive updates, and 
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as such this thesis recommends that more research must be conducted in this area. This 
includes both visitor perceptions/attitudes as well as the ‘effectiveness’ of the interpretive 
media.   
 
8.8 Assess programme effectiveness 
Having made recommendations regarding the design of mandatory interpretation it is 
important to remember that one of the most important stages occurs once the visitor has 
left.  Evaluation is a vital stage in the interpretation planning methodology. Section 3.8 
defined evaluation within an interpretive setting as ‘systematic, objective assessment of the 
effectiveness, efficiency and appropriateness of a programme or part of a programme” 
(McArthur, 1994 cited in Munro et al., 2008, p.3).  Evaluation is necessary to determine 
whether voluntary or mandatory interpretation is achieving its goals. It is essential that 
managers are able to establish whether or not the visitor impact management tool is an 
effective method in reducing environmental impacts. Therefore, preventing managers from 
spending scarce resources on tools, which do not work (Brown et al., 1987; Gunderson et 
al., 2000).  
Evaluation is vital when using mandatory interpretation. Firstly as discussed in Section 7.2 
mandatory interpretation is appropriate when attempting to reduce heavy negative visitor 
impacts within environmentally sensitive areas. Therefore, it is essential that resource 
managers and interpretive planners evaluate the effectiveness of their mandatory 
interpretive programme, in order to ensure that the management tool an efficient means 
to reduce visitor impacts.  Secondly, due to the mandatory nature of the interpretation it is 
essential that resource managers and interpretation planners are able to maintain the 
goodwill of the visitor, as visitor satisfaction is particularly important when attempting to 
retain repeat visitation. Thus, it is vital that when evaluating the effectiveness of 
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mandatory interpretation resource managers must be capable of establishing how visitors 
feel about the mandatory nature of the interpretive material, and how effective the 
mandatory interpretation is in terms of visitor satisfaction.  Thirdly, evaluation is critical, 
especially when ensuring that the themes and messages of the interpretive programme 
remain consistent. Sections 7.4.4 and 8.7.3 discovered the importance of consistency when 
designing an interpretive programme. Finally, as discussed in section 8.6 of this thesis, it is 
important to understand visitor satisfaction with the mandatory nature of interpretation in 
order to establish the effect of the programme on the visitor.  
Essentially this stage should be used to evaluate all aspect of the interpretive programme. 
This is a monitoring programme which should be used to evaluate user impacts on the 
resource and the effect of the programme on the visitor. Sharpe (1982) contends that 
public involvement during this stage is crucial, as the interpretive plan must be evaluated 
against its effectiveness as an visitor impact management tool, as well as its influence on 
the visitor. The next stage of the interpretation design process uses all of the findings from 
the evaluation to revise, where necessary, any aspect of the interpretive programme.   
 
8.9 Feedback and improvement of interpretive programme 
Following evaluation, programmes can be eliminated or altered whenever the review 
suggests such a course of action. Thus, resource managers may maintain an effective visitor 
impact management tool, thus reducing environmental impacts, and preventing managers 
from spending scarce resources on tools which do not work.  
To insure that an interpretive plan continues to meet its objectives a monitoring 
programme must be incorporated. Thus, after the initial review is complete and revisions 
are made, periodic evaluations remain necessary in order to ensure that the interpretive 
programme remains relevant.      
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8.4 Conclusion 
The discussion presented in this chapter attempts to focus on the basics of planning as a 
process related to mandatory interpretation. The planning process presented in this 
chapter does not cover all the problems that may be faced when developing a mandatory 
interpretation programme. In applying these basic concepts there is scope to adjust the 
process. Mandatory interpretation will differ depending on the area, managerial control 
over access, the visitor demographics and motivations, staff, available expertise, and funds. 
By adhering to the basic recommendations for a systematic planning process this chapter 
can be used to lead to the development of good quality mandatory interpretive 
programmes.   
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9.1 Introduction 
There are five aspects to this chapter. First it presents a summary of the major findings of 
the research in relation to the stated research question, aims, and objectives; that is ‘If 
mandatory interpretation is found to be an effective visitor impact management tool, how, 
if at all, could it be implemented into coastal protected areas?’ Second, this chapter 
identifies the limitations of the research. Third, it provides conclusions relating to the 
research findings contribution to knowledge and wider significance. Fourth, the study 
findings are placed within the literature. Finally, it presents recommendations on aspects 
that require further research and investigation. 
 
9.2 Answering the research question, aims, and objectives 
The research aimed to ‘to explore mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact 
management tool, identifying circumstances under which it is appropriate and effective 
developing a set of requirements or guidelines for the introduction of mandatory 
interpretation into the visitor impact management strategy of coastal protected areas.’ In 
order to address the aim of this study the research was divided into two phases. The first 
was a three stage evaluation of an existing mandatory interpretive programme in terms of 
the processes involved; and ‘effectiveness’ based on three selected criteria  of: (i) 
knowledge gain; (ii) attitude change; and (iii) behavioural intentions. The second phase set 
out to investigate how, if at all, and under what circumstances coastal protected areas 
might adopt mandatory interpretation into their visitor impact management strategy 
through an adapted three stage Delphi methodology. The research yielded useful results to 
inform managers on how mandatory interpretation may be implemented as a visitor 
impact management technique within coastal protected areas. The summary of the 
findings offers an overview of how the research question was addressed in relation to the 
six stated objectives of the study. 
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9.2.1 Mandatory interpretation effectiveness  
Objective one: To test whether mandatory interpretation makes a significant difference to 
visitor behaviour within coastal protected areas. Evaluative criteria of Knowledge gain, 
attitude change, and behavioural intent were used to evaluate of the ‘effectiveness’ of 
mandatory interpretation programme at HBNR, Oahu, Hawai’i was conducted. This study 
provides valuable evaluation of the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation in its ability 
to contribute to the goals of sustainable tourism development within the case study area of 
HBNR, Oahu, Hawai’i.  
Mandatory interpretation within the HBEP was found to be effective in contributing to the 
knowledge of visitors. This finding is consistent with other studies within the interpretive 
field, and therefore adds emphasis to the role that interpretation can play in increasing 
visitor knowledge.  In terms of attitude change, no significant changes were found in the 
attitude of post–visit respondents, as visitors’ prior attitudes were already positive towards 
the environment and HBNR. The research study did observe improvements in visitor 
attitudes towards the bay, although the findings were not statistically significant. Most 
importantly for sustainable tourism and visitor impact management, mandatory 
interpretation at HBNR was found to be significantly important in terms of providing 
visitors with the skills and knowledge needed to behave in an appropriate, responsible and 
safe manner. Post- visit respondents were significantly more likely to show intent to 
behave in an appropriate, responsible and safe manner than those prior to watching the 
mandatory video. Furthermore, qualitative data contends that visitor impacts have been 
reduced due to the mandatory interpretation present resulting in visible and measurable 
improvements to the health of the bay.  
Thus, this study has provided valuable evidence for and clearly shows the importance of a 
captive audience when presenting interpretation and has shown that there is scope for the 
inclusion of mandatory interpretation to help achieve the goals of sustainable tourism 
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development. Mandatory interpretation, which effectively creates a captive audience, 
enhances the effectiveness of interpretation by ensuring that the resource manager 
communicates with all visitors.  
 
9.2.2 Circumstances under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate 
Objective two: To review the circumstances under which mandatory interpretation is 
appropriate. Interviews conducted with HBNR management, staff, and volunteers as well as 
focus group surveys and visitor survey conducted at CH AONB explored the circumstances 
under which mandatory interpretation would be considered an appropriate visitor impact 
management technique.  This study identified that mandatory interpretation is an 
appropriate tool when used to reduce heavy negative visitor impacts against the 
conservation values of environmentally sensitive protected areas (see Section 7.2). Thus, it 
is important, when planning visitor impact management, to consider the severity of the 
negative impacts present. Given significant visitor impacts this study recommends resource 
managers consider, how, if at all they may introduce mandatory interpretation within their 
visitor impact management strategy by considering the recommendations presented in this 
thesis.        
 
9.2.3 Site and management requirements 
Objective three: To explore the site and managerial needs for the implementation of 
mandatory interpretation that creates a captive audience. Phase one and two of this 
research study served to identify the site and managerial requirements for the successful 
introduction of mandatory interpretation.  This study provides valuable insight into the 
circumstances essential to create a captive audience through mandatory interpretation 
within the case study area of HBNR, Oahu, Hawai’i and CH AONB.  There are two key points 
that must be noted when considering a mandatory interpretation programme. The study 
affirms that the two important site and managerial requirement are necessary for the 
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introduction of mandatory interpretation that creates a captive audience (see Section 7.3). 
First, the natural topography of the area must lend itself to mandatory interpretation 
and/or, second, management must have control over visitor access routes.   
 
9.2.4 Mandatory interpretation processes and development 
Objective four: To explore the processes involved in the design, implementation and 
management of mandatory interpretation. Phase one and two of this research study served 
to identify the processes required for the successful introduction of mandatory 
interpretation. This study provides valuable insight into the design, implementation and 
management considerations deemed important in creating a captive audience through 
mandatory interpretation within the case study area of HBNR, Oahu, Hawai’i and CH AONB.  
There are seven points that must be noted when designing a mandatory interpretation 
programme (see Section 7.4): (i) Captive audience creation; (ii) Methods of mandatory 
interpretation; (iii) Selecting an interpretive tool; (iv) Interpretation design considerations; 
(v) Knowing the target audience; (vi) repeat visitor provision; (vii) Financial and staffing 
considerations. The success of mandatory interpretation depends on a range of issues: 
content and quality of the interpretative display; how the compulsory nature is developed 
and managed; the type of visitor; and issues covered. Thus, this study provides insight into 
the application of mandatory interpretation within coastal protected areas offering a 
baseline for future development.       
 
9.2.5 Visitor attitudes towards mandatory interpretation 
Objective five: To explore visitor attitudes towards the mandatory nature of interpretation 
identifying how visitors to a coastal protected areas may react to its implementation as a 
visitor impact management tool. A visitor survey conducted at CH AONB and interviews 
and observations at HBNR revealed visitor perceptions towards the mandatory nature of 
interpretation. Research identified that the majority of visitors feel that it is reasonable to 
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introduce mandatory interpretation given proviso as mentioned in Sections 7.4 and 7.5 of 
this thesis. The study findings provide valuable insight into the views, opinions and 
perceptions of visitors thus allowing resource managers an understanding of how, if at all, 
visitors may react to the decision to implement a mandatory interpretation programme. 
Thus, the research presented here shows the importance of conducting research into the 
thoughts and perceptions of visitors before implementing any mandatory interpretive 
programme.  
 
9.2.6 Recommendations for the implementation of mandatory interpretation 
Objective six: To draw conclusions developing recommendations for the introduction of 
mandatory interpretation into the visitor impact management strategy of coastal protected 
areas. All of the research conducted during this study has served to identify a set of 
recommendations for site managers battling with significant visitor impacts within coastal 
protected areas. Therefore, the recommendations made in chapter eight of this thesis 
provides valuable tool that may aid resource managers to apply the principles of 
mandatory interpretation, thus reducing negative on-site visitor impacts. 
 
9.2.7 Summary    
The summary of results obtained from the investigation of the abovementioned six 
objectives has led to the successful fulfilment of the aim of this study by firstly providing 
evidence that mandatory interpretation is an ‘effective’ visitor management tool provided 
it is based on well designed, good quality material; and secondly identifying how 
mandatory interpretation could effectively be implemented into coastal protected areas. 
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9.3 Limitations of research 
Although the research yielded useful results, a number of limitations have to be 
acknowledged. The limitations within the research process are discussed below. 
 
9.3.1 Behavioural intentions 
This study focused on behavioural intentions as behavioural indicators in the evaluation of 
the mandatory interpretation programme at HBNR. Previously it has been argued that 
there is a gap between behavioural intentions and actual behaviour due to situational 
factors (Hines et al., 1986). Therefore, it should be considered that behavioural intentions 
do not necessarily lead to actual behaviour on site.  However, several authors (Cable et al., 
1981; Orams, 1996) suggest that behavioural intention is an important indicator in the 
fields of interpretation and tourism. Furthermore, previous studies offer support for there 
being a significant relationship between intention and behaviour (Costarelli & Colloca, 
2004). Earlier studies have also demonstrated that individuals who express an intention to 
act in an environmentally appropriate manner are more likely to have engaged in pro-
environmental behaviours (Dimopoulos & Pantis, 2003). 
 
9.3.2 Response set bias 
Although measures were taken to prevent response set bias it is possible that response set 
biases were present in regards of some items relating to visitor attitudes and behavioural 
intentions at HBNR. Visitors may answer in a socially desirable manner when aware of the 
relevant environmental issues. Thus, it is important to consider this when looking to 
measure attitudes and behaviour. 
 
9.3.3 Evaluative questionnaire design considerations 
While measures were taken to effectively design a questionnaire that aimed to evaluate 
the interpretive programme at HBNR it may be possible to more accurately assess 
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interpretive programmes. The questionnaire that was developed for the purpose of 
evaluation used closed quiz style questions to asses respondent knowledge gain and 
behavioural intent. This may be achievable by developing a rigorous set of open questions 
that address concepts requiring the respondent to recall information, providing an 
indication of conceptual understanding. Furthermore in relation to behaviour related 
outcomes open ended questions that assess the behaviours visitors may or may not take to 
alleviate their impacts on the environment.   
 
9.3.4 Non-probability sampling 
Another limitation is the use of convenience sampling. Other limitations in sampling should 
also be considered, such as timing of data collection. In particular, the study conducted at 
HBNR was carried out during April and May Again, the data collection carried out at CH 
AONB was conducted between May and September thus, in both cases. As such may not 
represent those who visit during the rest of the year. Surveys that incorporate a more 
diverse sample population need to be conducted. Furthermore, a survey based on quota 
sampling should be conducted when comparing pre- vs post- visit samples to ensure that 
samples groups are very similar in terms of demographic background thus allowing more 
true comparison between samples in terms of visitor knowledge, attitude and behavioural 
intent.       
 
9.3.5 Locations of research 
The case study locations selected are not necessary generalisable. There is no way of 
knowing, empirically, to what extent the case studies presented within this thesis are 
representative of other sites. Thus the findings make no claims to be typical. Furthermore, 
in order to facilitate representative findings, it is suggested that in future case studies 
should be selected from the same country if possible. This will ensure that the laws and 
rights of access pertaining to each case are applicable to the wider population of sites.       
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9.3.6 Focus group participants 
Focus group participants were homogenous in nature thus the findings are not 
representative of the wider bodies who aid the management of CH AONB. The 
homogenous nature of the group helped facilitated communication and the promotion and 
exchange of ideas; however, the findings may have been affected by unquestioning 
similarity of position or views as respondents all aim to meet the aims and objectives of the 
site.    
 
9.4 Placement of the study within the literature 
This thesis set out to address conflicts that arise when nature based tourism is present in 
coastal settings, by seeking to develop a management technique that reduces the negative 
impacts of tourism. The literature identified a significant gap within the research. 
Environmental interpretation is often offered as a voluntary experience, thus, many of 
those who chose not to participate in the informal educational experience may not be 
aware of their impacts or how such impacts may be alleviated. Therefore, voluntary 
interpretation may have limited impact on visitor behaviour.  
This thesis has attempted to address this issue by identifying mandatory interpretation, 
whereby all visitors are required to participate in the interpretive material, as a feasible 
solution. Having found one such site (HBNR) that requires all visitors to participate in the 
interpretive experience this thesis has evaluated mandatory interpretation effectiveness as 
a visitor management tool against a pre-determined set of criteria; knowledge gain, 
attitude change; and behavioural intent. This thesis found that mandatory interpretation 
within HBNR if an effective visitor management tool, thus providing valuable evidence for 
the inclusion of mandatory interpretation when aimed to reduce on-site visitor impacts.  
This thesis provides further original and valuable contribution by documenting the 
processes used within the mandatory interpretation program at HBNR, a single access point 
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site and explored the practicalities of implementing such a program at a multiple access 
point site (CH AONB). Furthermore, this thesis provides a foundation for additional 
research into, and a basis on which, mandatory interpretative programs may be developed 
by providing a set of practical implications and generic guidelines for its implementation 
that includes the conditions under which mandatory interpretation is appropriate and 
effective, developing an appreciation of how best to design, implement and evaluate 
mandatory interpretive programmes.             
 
 
9.5 Contributing to knowledge and wider significance 
By learning from the visitor management approach taken at HBNR this research may aid 
international knowledge transfer, enhancing a shared understanding of our interdependent 
world. Through effective interpretation learning may increase resulting in the education of 
all ages for life; as local and global citizens of our world by recognising the public’s thirst for 
knowledge this research explored how coastal resource managers may develop wider 
understanding and enjoyment of our coastal environments.  
This research has lead to greater knowledge of environmental learning and attitude 
development in recreational settings, which will in turn inform the introduction and 
development of interpretive programmes of a mandatory nature at coastal protected 
areas. The overall outcome of this research may help reduce human disturbance at coastal 
sites worldwide through more effective, and sustainable visitor management that 
incorporates mandatory interpretation, where appropriate.  
Although HBNR had been operating mandatory interpretation for some years, no 
substantial research had been conducted to evaluate its effectiveness in terms of visitor 
management. As mandatory interpretation within the HBEP was found to be ‘effective’, 
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protecting sites with fragile species from human disturbance, this innovative and 
somewhat radical approach may offer a solution to similar sites around the world. 
This research has identified scope for the inclusion of mandatory interpretation that 
creates a captive audience, within the visitor impact management plans of coastal 
protected areas. Furthermore, the findings made by this study and the recommendations 
compiled within this thesis could make a significant contribution to developing a method of 
raising public awareness of environmental issues, thus, aid in the safeguarding of protected 
areas against negative visitor impacts. By identifying the circumstances under which 
mandatory interpretation is appropriate and establishing recommendations for resource 
managers that could be used to improve interpretative provision and ‘effectiveness’ at: 
visitor centres; aquaria; zoos; and museums around the world, inspiring everyone to enjoy, 
learn and care about our environment through inclusive and inspirational experiences 
leading towards sustainable behaviour both in-situ and ex-situ. 
 
9.6 Recommendations for further research 
The recommendations for further research made in this section can be generalised into two 
distinct areas: (i) recommendations relating to research needed to further developed 
mandatory interpretation as a visitor impact management tool; and (ii) recommendations 
regarding research relating to the development of the body of research regarding the 
evaluation of voluntary and mandatory interpretive programmes. 
 
9.6.1 Research to further develop mandatory interpretation 
 The research presented in section 5.0, that offered a comparison of pre and post 
visit respondents in terms of the effectiveness of mandatory interpretation does 
not account for those visitors termed ‘repeat visitors’ (those who have viewed the 
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film within the past 365 and therefore are able to enter without the requirement to 
re-view the film). Therefore, if this research were to be repeated an important 
consideration would be to have a further category within the comparison. Three 
groups of respondent: (i) pre; (ii) post; and (iii) repeat should be compared. This 
would allow the researcher to investigate the effectiveness of mandatory 
interpretation in terms of the short and long term effects on visitor knowledge, 
attitude and behaviour. This could simply be achieved by asking whether the 
respondents have visited within the past 365 days and therefore did not have to 
view the film again. 
 The final stages of the research presented in section 6.0 served to identify areas or 
zones where mandatory interpretation may be implemented within CH AONB.  An 
important focus for further research would be to extend the adapted Delphi  
methodology through two more rounds to investigate in more detail how 
mandatory interpretation may be implemented within the areas or zones that were 
previously identified.  This could be achieved by carrying out a further visitor survey 
asking specific questions regarding mandatory interpretation within the previously 
mentioned areas or zones of CH AONB. The findings of which could then be 
presented to the focus group participants allowing them to absorb this information 
leading to consensus amongst participants regarding how mandatory 
interpretation may be successfully introduced within the visitor impact 
management of CH AONB. 
 Further research that investigates public perceptions of mandatory or captive 
audience interpretation is required. By further investigating the public’s views, 
opinions, and concerns regarding the requirement to participate in interpretation 
before entering a visitor attraction efforts may be made to alleviate visitor 
concerns.  
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 An investigation need to be conducted that allows best practice guidelines for the 
use of mandatory interpretation to be compiled.   
 To further widen the use of mandatory interpretation research should be 
conducted that will offer an insight into the implementation of such interpretative 
programmes within many and varying sites worldwide from coastal nature 
preserves to such places as aquaria or zoological gardens.  
 
9.6.2 Research to further the body of knowledge 
 It is recommended that further research be conducted to quantify the effects of 
mandatory interpretation on visitor behaviour. Using the comments and 
suggestions made earlier in this chapter regarding the limitations of the study 
findings may be better quantified.  
 It is recommended that a comparative evaluation of voluntary and mandatory 
programmes in a controlled field setting will help quantify the effects of mandatory 
interpretation. Potential case studies for the could include any site where access 
may be restricted at such sites as, but not exclusively limited to, those managed by 
the National Trust; RSPB; and WWT. 
 Further research that identifies and quantifies the effects of mandatory 
interpretation on the sustainability of protected areas is recommended. Thus, a set 
of indicators must be developed allowing researchers to monitor changes over 
time. 
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9.7 Conclusion 
Mandatory interpretation may be successfully implemented as a visitor management tool 
within coastal protected areas. Using captive audience interpretation visitors may become 
aware of the importance of the environment they visit. In turn changing visitor attitudes 
towards the site and natural environment in general and by giving visitors the tools to 
behave in an environmentally responsible manner on-site visitor impacts may be reduced. 
The results of the study have created a platform and identified examples of how mandatory 
interpretation may be used in the reduction of on-site visitor impacts, thus, the improved 
sustainability of coastal protected areas. Although this study concentrated on the 
management of coastal protected areas the principles of the findings may be applicable to 
many more terrestrial and marine natural areas frequented by visitors.      
As identified in the literature review, the negative impacts of tourism may results in the 
degradation of environmentally important areas the protected areas will not survive as 
people will no-longer have no interest in them. Thus, the success of protected areas will be 
determined by their sustainability. An important aspect of which is the management of 
visitors knowledge, attitudes and behaviours. Through the successful dissemination of 
information to all visitors of protected areas sustainability may become more achievable as 
the lessons learnt by each visitor may be of benefit both on-site and in their daily lives. 
Ultimately, mandatory interpretation within protected areas may play an important role 
when striving towards sustainability. 
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Appendix A: Examples of visitor impact studies on coastal habitats 
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Disturbance Type Habitat Effect Location Reference 
Trampling Dunes Reduction of 
vegetation 
England Boor&Fuller1977 
Formation of bare 
patches 
Denmark Hylgaard 1981 
Reduction of 
Flora and Fauna 
NE USA McDonnell 1981 
Reduction of 
vegetation 
NE USA Nickerson & 
Thibodeau 
Reduction of 
vegetation and 
species 
NE USA Carlson & 
Godfrey 
Soft shores Reduction of 
floral and faunal 
diversity and 
floral cover 
England Anderson 1995 
Shift in 
composition of 
the benthic fauna 
of saltmarshes 
England Chandrasekara & 
Frid 1996 
Severe damage to 
eelgrass at 
medium and high 
use 
South Island New 
Zealand 
Miller.S.1998 
Coral reefs Extensive physical 
damage to coral 
communities 
Great Barrier Reef 
Australia 
Woodland & 
Hooper 1977 
Corals broken, 
damage to living 
tissue and 
recovery affected 
Great Barrier Reef 
Australia 
Liddle & Kay 1987 
Coral more 
vulnerable on 
reef flats, and 
morphology of 
coral most 
important feature 
relating to 
trampling 
resistance 
Great Barrier Reef 
Australia 
Kay & Liddle 1989 
Sediment re-
suspension 
affected coral 
growth 
Australia Neil 1990 
Coral colonies 
smaller, bare rock 
and rubble 
patches increased 
Egypt Hawkins & 
Roberts 1993 
Rocky shores Lower densities 
of algal species 
and small bivalves 
California USA  Beauchamp & 
Gowing  1982 
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at the highest 
impact site 
Short term 
immediate affects 
included fauna 
dislodged and 
crushed algal 
cover reduced. 
Wave action on 
exposed rocky 
shores may have 
greater impact 
than tram 
trampling  
South Africa Bally & Griffiths 
1989 
Decreased algal 
cover 
SE Australia Povey & Keough 
1991 
Significant 
changes to 
community 
structure 
NW USA Brosman 1992 
Fauna dislodged 
and crushed, 
decrease in algal 
cover, change in 
community 
composition 
NW USA Brosman  & 
Crumrine 1994 
Reduction of algal 
cover, exposed to 
repeated 
dislodgment 
North Island, 
New Zealand 
Brown 1996 
Reduction in 
abundance and 
diversity, 
formation of bare 
patches 
England Fletcher & Frid 
1996 
Reduction in 
Hormosira mars, 
variation 
between sites  in 
sensitivity to 
trampling, no 
linear relationship 
between 
trampling 
intensity and 
damage to 
Hormosira  
S. Australia Keough 1996 
Reduction in 
coralline turf and 
Hormosira mars 
enhancement of 
SE Australia Keough & Quinn 
1998 
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some mollusc 
species 
Reduction of turf 
dwelling animals 
North Island, 
New Zealand 
Brown & Taylor 
1999 
Trampling 
intensity had 
variable effects 
on algal cover 
South Island, 
New Zealand 
Schiel & Taylor 
1999 
Harvest/trampling Rocky shores Reductions of a 
few species 
populations, 
changes in 
species 
abundance’s 
California USA Ghazanshahi et al  
1983 
Reduction of 
target species 
population size 
structures and 
reduction of 
reproductive 
potential  
especially for 
invertebrates   
NE Australia Caterall & Poiner 
1989 
Significant 
difference 
between 
harvested and 
non-harvested 
sites in density, 
biomass and size 
structure of  bull 
kelp 
Chile Durán & Miller 
1989 
Collected species 
were less 
abundant, 
decrease in mean 
individual size 
Victoria, 
Australia 
Keough et al 1993 
Density of all 
study species 
reduced 
California USA Addessi 1994 
Exploitation  of 
large limpets and 
disturbance of 
oyster-catchers 
resulted in a 
community 
dominated by 
small limpets 
California USA Lindberg et al 
1998 
Selective removal 
of target inter-
tidal species 
SE Australia Sharpe & Keough 
1998 
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resulted in 
various changes 
in micro-algae 
abundance , 
cascade effects 
could lead to 
broader 
community 
changes 
Diving Coral reefs Physical damage 
to reef 
communities 
Egypt Hawkins  Roberts 
1992 
Coral degradation 
and reduced 
cover in heavily 
dived sites  
Caribbean Dixon et al 1993 
Significant 
damage to corals, 
both direct 
mechanical and 
through 
secondary 
damage  from 
infection, disease, 
overgrowth etc.  
Egypt Prior et al 1994 
Mechanical 
damage highest 
to branching 
corals 
Great Barrier Reef 
Australia 
Rouphael & Inglis 
1997  
Rocky reefs A higher 
percentage of  
larger red coral 
colonies were 
damaged  
Fiordland, 
New Zealand 
Miller. K. 1998 
Decrease in 
bryozoan density, 
colony height, 
and colony 
diameter 
Mediterranean Sala et al 1996 
Decreased 
density of 
bryozoans in 
exposed 
positions, 
reduced mean 
size and bryozoan 
colonies 
restricted  to 
cryptic positions 
Mediterranean Garrabou et al 
1998 
Decline in colony 
abundance 
Fiordland 
New Zealand 
Miller, K. 1998 
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Large numbers of 
divers may affect 
the usually wave-
protected kelp 
forests 
North Carolina  
USA 
Schaeffer & 
FOSTER 1999 
Off-road vehicles Dunes Destruction of 
vegetation 
NE USA Godfrey & 
Godfrey 1980 
Beaches Reduction in 
ghost crabs 
populations and 
smaller size 
structure 
Virginia, USA Steiner & 
Leatherman 
1981 
Reduction in 
ghost crabs 
population 
North Carolina, 
USA 
Wolcott & 
Wolcott 1984 
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Additional details regarding ethics 
In relation to point three of the ethics checklist, simple direct observation of visitors during the first 
phase of research will be conducted in order to collect qualitative data on environmental behaviour 
whilst on site and interaction with the interpretive material available to them. Details recorded will 
be entirely qualitative, and anonymity will be guaranteed. In an effort to further protect those 
observed names were not collected. In addition the results of the research will be alluded to in 
cumulative manner so that individual actions cannot be distinguished. The observation will be 
discreet but in plain sight. An explanation will be given to the public if the author is approached. 
Study site staff have been informed as to the motivations of this observation. 
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Introduction 
I am a PhD student from the University of Portsmouth in the UK conducting doctoral research on the 
effectiveness of mandatory interpretation at Hanauma Bay Nature Preserve. This questionnaire should only 
take about five minutes to complete. All information will be dealt with confidentially and will remain 
anonymous as I do not ask for your name. Please try to be as honest as possible as the answers you give will 
help identify the best techniques for providing entertainment and information to visitor like yourself. Thank 
you. 
 
Background 
Is this your first visit to Hanauma Bay?    Yes  No 
 
If no, have you visited Hanauma Bay in the past year?   Yes  No 
 
Do you regularly take part in coastal or marine leisure activities? Yes  No 
 
Have you received any environmental education or training? Yes   No 
 
Have you/are you employed in an environmental position?  Yes   No 
 
Motivation for visit to Hanauma Bay (Check only one) 
 
Viewing the beauty of Hanauma Bay  Swimming amongst the marine life  
Viewing coral in its natural surroundings  Being physically active  
Viewing marine life in detail  Provides excitement  
A learning/educational experience  An opportunity for rest and relaxation  
Being close to nature  Chance to escape  
Something new and different  Being with friends and family  
 
Visitor knowledge– quiz questions 
This section addresses visitor knowledge, understanding and intended behaviour of visitors to Hanauma Bay 
before mandatory interpretation experience. Please be honest with your answers.  
Please read and answer the multiple choice questions below by circling the appropriate answer. 
 
1) How was Oahu formed?         
 
A) Continental shift B) sand deposition      C) Volcanic eruptions                   D) Don’t know 
 
2) How did Hanauma Bay form? 
 
A) Cliff erosion  B) It has always existed           C) A volcanic crater flooded        D) Don’t know 
 
3) When was Hanauma Bay designated a sea life district?  
 
A) 1967   B) 1854                       C) 2002                               D) Don’t know 
  
 4) What do coral reefs provide? 
 
 A) Purified water                  B) Food and shelter                 C) Oxygen for fish                         D) Don’t know 
 
5) If a species of animal is said to be endemic, what does this mean? 
 
 A) It is endangered              B) Its is a marine creature       C) Found only in one place         D) Don’t know 
 
 
Please continue to the final page. 
Official 
use 
only 
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Motivation for your visit to Hanauma Bay (Check only one) 
 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
Life on the reef is a symphony and we all play a part to keep it in 
harmony 
     
I will harm the reef if I want to      
It is OK for me to feed the fish if I am the only one      
We should take care of the oceans       
Reefs are not worth protecting      
I will do what I can to help protect the reef      
Sea turtles and marine mammals should be protected by law      
Hanauma Bay is important to marine preservation      
Hanauma Bay is a special site that deserves preservation      
The Hawaiian Islands are resources we should look after      
 
Intended on site behaviour 
Please indicate the action that would best suit your intention by circling the appropriate answer.  
     
1) What would you do if you saw a sea turtle in the water? 
A) Swim over to it                 B) Observe from a distance                  C) Attempt to ride it 
 
2) What would you do if you wanted to see fish up close? 
 A) Move slowly through the water               B) Chase them to get a good look    C) Feed the fish 
 
3) Whilst snorkelling I will 
 A) Push myself harder                                      B) Go beyond my competence              C) Stay with a buddy                                          
 
4) Whilst swimming, snorkelling or diving I will 
 A) stand on the reef to keep balanced          B) Avoid touching the reef         C) Walk on the reef                                     
 
5) What will you take with you when you leave Hanauma Bay? 
 A) Some coral                                 B) Memories      C) Shells  
 
Situational Data 
Please check the most appropriate boxes below 
 
Gender                   Male  Female 
 
Age Group                 16-24                 25-34                 35-49       50-64              65+ 
 
Educational Qualification  None            elementary            High School      College  
 
Country of origin ……………………………………………………………..  
 
How many people are in your group visiting Hanauma Bay with today (including yourself)?  1        2     3+ 
 
 
Thank you 
Official 
use 
only 
364 
 
Appendix D: HBNR interview questions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
365 
 
Semi-structured interview questions 
Why was mandatory interpretation implemented at Hanauma Bay? 
How was mandatory interpretation implemented at Hanauma Bay? 
Are there any other sites / institutions that you know of that do a similar thing? 
What characteristics of the site and its layout where important to allow mandatory interpretation to 
be developed at Hanauma Bay? 
How, if at all, have you seen a reduction in negative visitor impacts? 
What, if at all, was the scale of impact before mandatory interpretation? 
How, if at all, do you think that mandatory interpretation could be implemented elsewhere in the 
world? 
Do you think it is important for mandatory interpretation to be in a video form?  
How do you manage coastal access rights? 
How often are videos run? When is the first and last of the day? 
How many members of staff are involved in the in the day to day operation of presenting mandatory 
interpretation? 
In your opinion is a video the best way to present mandatory interpretation 
How, if at all, do visitors react to the requirement to view the video. 
If any, do you see any behaviour that would suggest that visitors are not paying attention to the 
presentation and video? 
If any, do you still see behaviours that are contrary to those suggested in the video?  
How, if at all, do people react to the requirement to watch the video? 
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Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve: Best Practice 
1) A section of the Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve management plan dedicated to mandatory 
interpretation. 
 
2) Single access point to the visitor centre provides the opportunity for all visitors entering the 
reserve to be exposed to an interpretive program. 
 
 
3) Visitor centre at entrance: a focal point for visitor orientation, interpretive and education 
programs. 
 
4) Visitors are allocated a specific time at which to view the “training” video. 
 
 
5) Optional interpretive material available before and after visitor “training” video. 
 
6) Dedicated theatre for the viewing of the “training” video. 
 
 
7) A well designed and produced video with subtitles and headphones offering multiple 
languages. 
 
8) The Hanauma Bay Education Programme: A dedicated team that controls the day to day 
running of mandatory interpretation. HBEP also develop and run other optional educational 
programmes. 
 
 
9) Well trained volunteers staff the visitor centre and theatre. 
 
10) Visitors wishing to leave the park but return on the same day are given a stamp allowing re-
entry without the requirement to re-pay or re-view the “training” video. 
 
 
11) Visitors are offered the opportunity to fill in a sign-up sheet that allows re-entry for 365 day 
without the requirement to re-view the “training” video. 
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Mandatory interpretation management plan: The Hanauma Bay model 
Introduction 
Mandatory interpretation requires every visitor, who wishes to access the site, to participate in the 
interpretive experience before they are granted access to the site. By creating a captive audience 
visitors are more likely to absorb the themes and message presented by the interpretive 
programme. 
 
Goals and objectives 
The primary objective of a mandatory interpretive program is to ensure all visitors wishing to enter 
the site are exposed to the interpretive themes and messages. 
Further objectives of a mandatory interpretive program is to make possible: (i) the provision of 
interpretive/educational programs; (ii); expose all visitors to interpretive/educational experiences; 
(iii) orientate visitors; (iv) provide visitors with background information about the site; (v) expose 
visitors to the conservation ethics of the site; and (vi) provide a rationale behind rules/regulations. 
Ultimately the aim of a mandatory interpretative program is to provide all visitors with: (i) an 
improved experience; (ii) increased knowledge of the site; (iii) enhanced appreciation for the site; 
(iii) the skills to behave in an environmentally responsible manner, leading to reduced visitor impact 
and more sustainable. 
 
Physical requirements 
Access points to the site will be restricted. The education/visitor centre will be located at the 
entrance to the site and will be the focal point for visitor orientation, interpretation and education 
programs. As the single access point for visitors to the site, the visitor centre will provide the 
opportunity to expose all visitors to important information. 
 
Interpretive media  
Mandatory interpretation could be accomplished through a variety of media such as audio-visual 
presentation or interpretive talk. The interpretive media must be: (i) an efficient way to reach a vast 
number of people; (ii) consistent in its messages so that every visitor receives the same messages; 
and (iii) able to convey complex information to large groups of people in a tidy manner. 
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Mandatory Interpretation for Protected Areas: Creating a Captive Audience 
 
Research Plan: Exploring the scope for mandatory interpretation at Chichester Harbour 
 
Background 
Research has identified the importance of a captive audience when presenting interpretation and 
has shown that there is scope for the inclusion of mandatory interpretation to help achieve the goals 
of sustainable tourism development. Mandatory interpretation is a term used to describe scenarios 
whereby visitors are required to partake in an interpretative experience prior to gaining access to an 
area. Research indicates that there is scope for mandatory interpretation to help modify visitor 
behaviour through increased knowledge and awareness providing the visitor with the skills 
necessary to behave in an environmentally appropriate/responsible and safe manner. 
However, it is worth noting that when championing mandatory interpretation not all sites lend 
themselves to creating a captive audience as easily as those sites with single access points which are 
ideal for channelling visitors through an interpretation centre. Sites with multiple entry points have 
less opportunity to channel visitors and restrict entry until compliance with mandatory 
interpretation. 
 
Focus Group Survey Participants: Alison Fowler (AONB Manager); Alison Beckett (Publicity and 
Information Officer); Ed Rowsell (Conservation Officer); and Nicky Horter (AONB and Countryside 
Officer).   
 
 
Aim 
The aim of the focus group survey to be conducted on the 17th May 2011 is to investigate ways in 
which resource managers with multiple access points like Chichester Harbour might adopt the 
principle of mandatory interpretation.  
 
Objectives: 
i) Audit of current/existing interpretive programmes and techniques 
ii) To explore the practical implications and difficulties of implementing mandatory 
interpretation due to open access; 
iii) If mandatory interpretation cannot be implemented in its purest form explore 
whether a compromise can be developed; 
iv) Could existing interpretation techniques at Chichester harbour be extended? 
v) To explore how the principles of mandatory interpretation might be implemented 
through other interpretive techniques in order to engage visitors and deliver 
messages to a wider audience;  and 
 
Due to the large and varied number of Chichester Harbour user groups this research will attempt to 
focus on land based users.  
 
372 
 
Focus Group question topics 
 Audit of the existing interpretation in operation at Chichester Harbour AONB.  
 The possibility, requirements and practical implications for the successful 
implementation of mandatory interpretation to be implemented a Chichester 
Harbour AONB. 
 If mandatory interpretation is not possible for the whole of Chichester Harbour 
AONB could existing interpretive measures be extended by using the principles of 
mandatory interpretation to create captive audiences. 
 Could the principles of mandatory interpretation be applied to new interpretive 
measures which create captive audiences that could lead to the greater 
dissemination of information to wider user groups. 
 Explore in more detail the requirements and practicalities for the successful 
implementation of the extended and new interpretive measures discussed. 
 
 
Interpretation precedents 
The interpretation precedents given here are examples of interpretive measures that have been 
implemented at various sites and are presented here in order to illustrate some of the possibilities 
available. The examples of interpretive measures presented below are in order of their captive 
nature. The first interpretive measure is an example of mandatory interpretation. As you progress 
down the list it goes from captive audience interpretation to less captive measures.  
 
Mandatory video – (Hanauma Bay Nature Reserve) All visitors are required to view the interpretive 
video before being granted access to the site.  Visitors are channelled through a single access point 
into a visitor centre. The mandatory video runs four times an hour. Visitors are allotted a time at 
which they are required to enter the theatre where the video is presented. On completion of the 
video presentation visitors may sign a repeat visitor form which allows the visitor entry to the park 
for 365 days without the requirement to view the interpretive video.  
 
Ferry/boat tours or journeys – (Pembrokeshire Coast and Chichester Harbour) 
 
Bus Tour – (New Forest) Bus operates a hop on hop off service with audio tour commentary, 
information boards, leaflets and each visitor is supplied with a New Forest information brochure 
with suggested walking and cycle routes. There is room on the bus for bikes and the bus route 
supplies a service that links up cycle routes. Passengers receive a guide book packed with info on the 
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national park, guided walks and cycle routes. The bus operates as a link to and from major tourist 
spots as well as to local bus services and train stations. 
You can hop on and off the tour bus as many times as you want during the day allowing for local 
journeys, for example between villages and visitor attractions. The tour bus operates from the 19th 
June to the 12th September. The National Park bus tour offers the opportunity to explore more and 
Enjoy more of The New Forest Allowing the passenger to sit back relax and experience rich open 
countryside, beautiful coastline, historic villages and learn a bit more about the New Forest 
countryside, wildlife, historic value, inhabitants and what each and every person can do help ensure 
the New Forests sustainable use. 
 
National Park Explorer – (New Forest) The New forest National Park Explorer is a mobile information 
centre.  The Explorer is a mobile information unit which travels between busy visitor sites. With 
knowledgeable staff, displays, leaflets and information the unit is on hand to answer any questions 
people may have on the National Park and help them understand more fully what a special place the 
New Forest is. The National Park Explorer tours the Forest attending shows, events, visitor 
attractions and many of the car parks. The unit carries the interesting artefacts including antlers, 
roman pottery, shells, and fossils all of which can be found around the New Forest. It is also possible 
to present short films from the explorer making it a great way to engage visitors and encourage 
sustainable use at popular tourist sites. The Explorer, a converted Axiam Megavan, has a small 0.6 
litre engine and does a fuel-efficient 80 miles per gallon. 
 
Guided walks and talks – Allow those visitors who have specific interests to learn about, experience 
and enjoy the site. 
 
Audio Tours/walks – (Dartmoor National Park and the Brecon Beacons National Park). Methods can 
include downloadable MP3 files and podcasts for personal MP3 players.  MP3’s and podcasts can be 
made available to download at home and information centres. Audio tour equipment can also be 
made available to visitors to borrow from visitor centres and tourist information centres. In both 
circumstances walks should be signposted, way marked or visitors should be given a map for their 
intended walk.  
 
Contact 
Mark Roberts BSc (Hons) MSc 
School of Civil Engineering and Surveying 
University of Portsmouth 
Email: mark.roberts@port.ac.uk 
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Appendix H: CHC round one focus group schedule 
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Section Topic Content Time 
allocation 
1 Personal Introductions In turn please briefly introduce yourself 
describing your role at Chichester Harbour 
AONB.  
5 minutes  
2 Focus Group Introduction Background. 
Definition of a ‘Mandatory Interpretation’ 
programme. 
Definition of a ‘Captive Audience’. 
Identified benefits of a captive audience. 
Brief example of a mandatory interpretation 
programme. 
5 minutes 
3 Focus group aims Brief outline of the main aims of the focus 
group survey. 
5 minutes 
4 Audit of existing onsite 
interpretation at 
Chichester Harbour AONB  
If any, please identify the on-site interpretive 
measure in place within Chichester Harbour 
AONB. 
 
Using the coloured stickers or pens, please 
identify the location/route of each 
interpretive measure.  
 
For each please provide details regarding: 
i) Interpretive technique; 
ii) Interpretive location or route; 
iii) Operational details, dates and times; 
iv) The target audience; and 
v) The main interpretive theme or 
message. 
 
Do you measure the effectiveness of the 
interpretation within the AONB? If so how 
effective are your current interpretive 
measures?   
10 minutes 
4 Visitor Management 
Issues 
What, if any, are the visitor management 
issues faced by Chichester Harbour AONB? 
 
Using the coloured stickers please identify on 
the map the location/s of the visitor impact 
issues. 
 
For each briefly outline the: 
i) Nature of the issue; and 
ii) User groups involved 
10 minutes 
5 Mandatory interpretation  If at all, do you feel that mandatory 
interpretation could be used as a visitor 
management technique at Chichester Harbour 
AONB? Please give reasons for your answer. 
5 minutes 
6 Mandatory interpretation If any, please identify areas or zones that are 
of particular sensitivity that would lend 
themselves to mandatory interpretation. 
10 minutes 
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Please give reasons for your choices. 
 
Please mark on the map any areas or zones 
that would lend themselves to mandatory 
interpretation. 
 
For each area or zone please give details of: 
i) It’s sensitive environment; 
ii) Type of user groups; 
iii) The visitor impacts affecting the zone;  
iv) How it may be possible to create a 
captive audience; and 
v) The interpretive theme or message 
and the interpretive technique 
that you feel would be 
appropriate. 
7 Break Break 5-10 
minutes 
8 Extending existing 
interpretive measures 
How, if at all, could the existing interpretive 
measure in place at Chichester Harbour AONB 
be extended using the principle of captive 
audience interpretation? 
 
Again using the coloured stickers please 
identify on the map the location/s of possible 
interpretation extensions. 
 
For each please: 
i)  Explain how you feel the 
interpretation could be extended; 
ii) The intended issue that the 
interpretation would address; 
iii) The intended audience/user group;  
iv) How the audience could be made 
more captive; and 
v) Any requirements or resources you 
feel would be needed. 
15 minutes 
9 New interpretive 
measures 
What, if any new interpretive techniques that 
attempt to create captive audience do you 
feel could be implemented within the 
Chichester Harbour AONB?  
 
Again using the coloured stickers please 
identify on the map the location/s of the 
possible new interpretive techniques. 
 
For each interpretive technique please 
provide details regarding: 
i) Location/s and route/s 
ii) Intended Issues to address 
iii) Intended target audience/user group 
15 minutes 
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iv) How the audience may be captivated; 
and 
v) Any requirements or resources you 
feel would be needed. 
10 Discussing Interpretive 
examples 
From the interpretive examples provided 
which, if any, do you feel could be 
implemented at Chichester Harbour AONB? 
 
Please give reasons for your answer 
 
Again using the coloured stickers please 
identify on the map the location/s of the 
possible new interpretive techniques. 
 
For each interpretive technique please 
provide details regarding: 
vi) Location/s and route/s 
vii) Intended Issues to address 
viii) Intended target audience/user group 
ix) How the audience may be captivated; 
and 
x) Any requirements or resources you 
feel would be needed.  
15 minutes 
11 Conclusion/round up Offer an opportunity for participants to raise 
any issues or ask any questions 
 
While I am conducting this research is there 
anything I can do that would be of benefit to 
you? 
 
Offer thanks to participants 
5 minutes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix I: CH visitor survey 
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University of Portsmouth 
Chichester Harbour Visitor Questionnaire 
 
Confidential 
 
Serial Number:       Sex:  Male 
         Female 
 
Location: 
 
Date:   -              - 2011 
 
Day:  Mon  Tues  Wed  Thurs  Fri  Sat  Sun 
    
Time Interview Begins:           -  
 
Time Interview Ends:           - 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
My name is Mark Roberts. I am a PhD student from the University of Portsmouth conducting research on information 
provision within Chichester Harbour AONB. I am specifically looking at the concept of mandatory interpretation and its 
possible application within sites like Chichester Harbour AONB.  
 
 
An introduction to mandatory interpretation 
 
Before I begin with the questions I would first like to introduce the subject area. Mandatory interpretation is a process 
where-by all visitors are required to par-take in some form of ‘training’ before being granted access to a particular site 
or area. An example of mandatory interpretation already being used elsewhere requires all visitors to watch a nine 
minute ‘training’ video before they are allowed to gain access to the park itself. This questionnaire aims to enable me to 
gain a better understanding of how you, as a visitor, may react to mandatory interpretation/training that would allow 
you to access more environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour AONB. 
 
 
Questionnaire procedure 
 
This interview aims to survey your opinions about mandatory interpretation or ‘training’. There are no right or wrong 
answers to any of the questions. We are really looking for your opinions and feelings. This interview should only take 
about 15 minutes to complete. Please try to be as honest as possible as the answers you give will help identify the best 
techniques for providing entertaining and informative interpretation to visitor like yourself. This interview is completely 
voluntary, so if we come to any questions that you do not want to answer, let me know and we will go onto the next 
one. The information that you provide will remain strictly confidential and will only be used for the purpose of this 
study. I will ask you a few open-ended questions to which there are no right or wrong answer and with your permission I 
would like to record your responses using a Dictaphone. Thank you. 
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Section A: Your use of Chichester Harbour 
 
1) Using the map below please indicate the areas within the Chichester Harbour boundaries that you use, have 
used or intend to use for recreational purposes. 
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Section B: Mandatory nature of interpretation 
2) How would you react if compulsory visitor training, that allowed you access to more environmentally sensitive 
areas, was introduced within Chichester Harbour AONB? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3) Do you think that it is reasonable to introduce compulsory visitor training for those wishing to access more 
environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour? 
Yes       No 
 
a) Could you tell me why you said that you think that it is reasonable to introduce compulsory training? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you said that you do not think it is reasonable to introduce compulsory training? 
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4) What effect do you think the introduction of compulsory training would have on: 
a) Your visit/enjoyment of Chichester Harbour 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) The site / area you are visiting 
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Section C: Training and interpretation 
5) Would you be willing to attend a short briefing and training video at a specified location in order to gain a 365 
day pass allowing you access to more environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour? 
Yes       No  
a) Could you tell me why you would be willing to attend and view a short briefing and training video? 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you would not be willing to attend and view a short briefing and training video?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
6) Would you be willing to view a short on-line training programme in order to gain a 365 day pass allowing you 
access to more environmentally sensitive areas of Chichester Harbour? 
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you would be willing to view on-line training? 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you would not be willing to view on-line training? 
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7) Do you think that it is reasonable to require visitors to re-attend training once every 365 days before being 
issued with a repeat pass?  
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you think that it is reasonable to require training to be completed once every 365 days? 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you do not think it is reasonable to require training to be completed once every 365 
days? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8) If the content of the training material changed significantly, would you be willing to re-attend training before 
the 365 day have elapsed? 
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you would be willing to re-attend training?  
 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you would not be willing to re-attend training? 
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9) In addition to the training (either video or on-line training) would you like to receive further information 
packages reinforcing the messages contained in the training and detailing the areas into which your pass allows 
you access? 
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you could like to receive such information and how would you like to receive further 
information? E.g. printed brochure, e-mail, text-message 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you would not like to receive further information? 
 
 
 
 
 
10) Do you think that it would be reasonable to charge a nominal fee in order to cover programme costs and the 
issuing of a 365 day charge? 
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you think that it is reasonable to charge a fee? 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you do not think that it is reasonable to charge a fee? 
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11) If you were particularly interested in visiting a specific area of Chichester harbour would you be willing to take 
part in some form of training, such as a short video presentation of guided introduction, before you were 
granted access? 
Yes       No 
a) Could you tell me why you would be willing? 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Could you tell me why you would not be willing? 
 
 
 
 
Section D: Demographics 
12) Are you a: 
Local resident     Domestic visitor staying one night or more 
Domestic day visitor    Overseas visitor staying one night or more 
Overseas day visitor 
a) I do not require your address, however, please could you tell me roughly where you live?  
 
b) I do not require the address of where you are staying, however, please could you tell me where you are staying 
whilst you are visiting Chichester Harbour? 
 
 
13) On average how often do you visit/use recreationally any area within the Chichester Harbour AONB boundaries? 
At least once a week    Occasionally (1-6 times a year) 
At least once a month    Rarely (once a year) 
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At least every two months   First time visitor 
 
Do you have any additional comments regarding any aspect of this interview? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
388 
 
Appendix J: Chichester Harbour Conservancy research update 
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Chichester harbour conservancy focus group and questionnaire feedback 
Contact 
Mark Roberts BSc (Hons) MSc 
School of Civil Engineering and Surveying 
University of Portsmouth 
Email: mark.roberts@port.ac.uk 
 
Introduction 
The aim of this research was to identify the scope, function, and application of mandatory 
interpretation in visitor management and visitor education in Chichester Harbour AONB; and to 
examine the potential role of mandatory interpretation as part of the overall interpretation strategy 
of Chichester Harbour. As such this research set out to discover the views of both the Chichester 
Harbour Conservancy and AONB visitors. This took place through an initial focus group survey and a 
face-to-face visitor questionnaire.  
Research has identified the importance of a captive audience when presenting interpretation and 
has shown that there is scope for the inclusion of mandatory interpretation to help achieve the goals 
of sustainable tourism development. Mandatory interpretation is a term used to describe scenarios 
whereby visitors are required to partake in an interpretative experience prior to gaining access to an 
area. Research indicates that there is scope for mandatory interpretation to help modify visitor 
behaviour through increased knowledge and awareness providing the visitor with the skills 
necessary to behave in an environmentally appropriate/responsible and safe manner. However, it is 
worth noting that when championing mandatory interpretation not all sites lend themselves to 
creating a captive audience as easily as those sites with single access points which are ideal for 
channelling visitors through an interpretation centre. Sites with multiple entry points have less 
opportunity to channel visitors and restrict entry until compliance with mandatory interpretation. 
This interim feedback document aims to present a summary of the findings from the focus group 
survey and the on-site user questionnaire survey. It is then hoped that you will be willing to 
participate in a final hour long focus group aimed at gaining your thoughts of the findings made.  
 
Focus group feedback 
The focus group conducted with yourselves aimed to establish the views of the Chichester Harbour 
Conservancy regarding mandatory interpretation and its possible use within the AONB. The focus 
group survey revealed several key themes pertaining to the identification of scope for mandatory 
interpretation as a visitor management technique within the AONB. Below is a summary of the 
findings. 
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Focus group highlights 
The main visitor impacts were identified as dogs off leads at the top of the Fishbourne channel and 
cyclists on footpaths between West Wittering and West Itchenor.  
 The Chichester Harbour Conservancy interpretation strategy reveals that the information 
provided should encourage understanding, appreciation and caring for the AONB.  The 
multi-layered interpretation strategy at Chichester Harbour allows visitors to obtain as much 
or as little information as they would like. 
 
 There was no scope establish for the inclusion of mandatory interpretation as a visitor 
management tool for the whole of Chichester Harbour AONB due to multiple access points, 
public access rights of way, multiple ownership of the Harbour, and financial and staffing 
restrictions 
 
 
 Scope was identified for the inclusion of mandatory interpretation in zones or areas where 
visitor access may be restricted. Areas were identified as Thorney Island, and East Head.  
 
 As no visitor impacts are currently present to a significant extent it was felt that mandatory 
interpretation would be an inappropriate visitor management technique for the previously 
mentioned areas. 
 
 If, at any point in the future, impacts were deemed to be significant in the areas identified as 
potential zones for mandatory interpretation the CHC would be interested in pursuing 
mandatory interpretation as a means to reduce negative on-site visitor impacts.  
 
 
 Financial constraints restrict the level of interpretation that can be implemented within the 
AONB. However, it may be possible to make a successful funding bid if appropriate 
interpretive techniques could be designed. 
 
Visitor questionnaire feedback 
A qualitative visitor questionnaire was designed and delivered on-site to users of Chichester Harbour 
AONB. Respondents were asked a number of questions relating to their views regarding mandatory 
interpretation within Chichester Harbour AONB. 103 face-to-face visitor questionnaires were 
completed. Data collection took place in eight locations across the AONB. The survey locations 
represented the main areas of visitor traffic. The responses revealed several key themes.  Below is a 
summary of findings. 
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Visitor questionnaire highlights  
 On the whole respondents felt that is was reasonable to require visitors to undergo some 
form of compulsory training before being granted access to more environmentally sensitive 
areas. It was felt that if places are particularly impacted upon or environmentally sensitive 
visitors should understand what it is they are visiting and how their behaviour may impact its 
special qualities.  
 
 Respondents felt that compulsory training should be restricted to those areas deemed to be 
of significant importance or were particularly sensitive. 
 
 On the whole visitors were in agreement that training would result in an area being better 
protected. Reasons quoted largely stemmed from the thought that if people where better 
informed they would know better how to behaviour and therefore cause less damage. 
However, others felt that compulsory train would result in fewer visitors which would in turn 
impact the financial state of the AONB and its businesses.  
 
 The majority of respondents felt it is unreasonable to require visitors to undergo training 
once every 365 days as many deemed it to be insulting. Suggestions of every two-three 
years were made although some felt that once should be sufficient.  
 
 Opinion was divided as to whether or not visitors should be required to re-attend training in 
the event that significant change occurred to the content of the training. Many were in 
favour of additional training but only in the event that significant change had occurred. 
Suggestions were made that perhaps the training update could be disseminated using other 
means such as a brochure or leaflet through the post, an email or other online method. 
 
 The majority of respondents would be willing to undergo training prior to entry if they were 
particularly interested in visiting a specific area of Chichester Harbour.  
 
 Respondents felt that compulsory training should be presented at the entrance to each 
individual site as this was felt to be more convenient. Although some respondents were 
interested in completing training online or through training at a specified location many felt 
that it would be incontinent. 
 
 The suggestion was made that compulsory training could be introduced for the Friends of 
Chichester Harbour allowing those who participate access to areas that are not currently 
accessible to the general public. Areas suggested were Thorney Island, Birdham Reserve, and 
Sandy Point Nature Reserve.     
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Appendix K: Round two focus group survey 
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Section Topic Content Time 
allocation 
1 Focus group introduction Brief recap of research topic/area 
 
Definition of ‘mandatory interpretation’ 
 
Brief explanation of research conducted to 
date 
 
 
 
5 minutes 
2 Focus group aims Brief outline of the aims of the focus group 
survey 
 
 
2 minutes 
3 First focus group highlights If any, please make any comments you may 
have regarding the research highlights from 
the first focus group. 
 
 
5 minutes 
4 Reasonable for 
environmentally sensitive 
areas  
 
 
 
 
Willing to participate if they 
were particularly interested 
in visiting area 
How, if at all, knowing that the majority of 
questionnaire respondents feel that 
mandatory interpretation is reasonable for 
environmentally sensitive areas influence 
any future interpretive planning?  
 
Please explain why? 
 
How if at all, knowing that the majority of 
questionnaire respondents would be willing 
to participate in on-site visitor training if 
they were particularly interested in the 
areas influence any future interpretive 
planning? 
 
Please explain why?   
 
 
5 minutes 
5 Areas of significant 
environmental importance 
If any, please could you tell me of any areas 
that you would deem particularly 
environmentally sensitive and would 
therefore like visitors to know more about? 
 
 
5 minutes 
6 Visitor training outcomes Many respondents felt that through 
mandatory interpretation environmentally 
sensitive areas could be better protected. 
However, they also noted that it could result 
in fewer visitors and therefore less money 
for the area.  
 
5 minutes 
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How, if at all, would this influence a decision 
for or against the planning and 
implementation of mandatory 
interpretation in any area of Chichester 
Harbour? 
 
Please explain why? 
 
 
7 Re-training Questionnaire participants would be 
reluctant to participate in training once a 
year. Do you feel that it would be necessary 
for visitors to re-attend training each year? 
 
Please explain any reasons that you may 
have for this response 
 
 
5 minutes 
8 Willingness to pay Many respondents would be willing to 
donate or pay a fee if the money was going 
towards protection for the environmentally 
sensitive areas. 
 
How if at all, would this influence a decision 
to adopt, or not mandatory interpretation? 
 
Please explain your reasoning?  
 
 
5 minutes 
9 On site/at entrance visitor 
training 
Respondents felt, for convenience reasons 
that any mandatory interpretation would 
have to be at the entrance to each 
individual area. 
 
How, if at all, and under what circumstances 
would you consider implementing 
mandatory interpretation? 
 
Please explain your answer? 
5 minutes 
10 Pilot mandatory 
interpretation on the 
Friends of Chichester 
Harbour 
Respondents suggested piloting mandatory 
interpretation for the Friends of Chichester 
Harbour. Suggesting that areas that are not 
currently accessible become available to 
those who have had training. 
 
How, if at all, and under what circumstances 
would you consider implementing 
mandatory interpretation for Friends of 
Chichester Harbour that allowed those that 
participated access to previously closed 
sites? 
5 minutes 
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If so (i) Under what circumstances would 
consider this option? 
(ii) What areas could be opened up to the 
willing participants?  
 
 
11 Conclusion/round up Offer an opportunity for participants to 
raise any issues or ask any questions. 
 
Summarize what has been discussed. 
 
Offer thanks to participants. 
 
 
5 minutes 
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